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THE MANUSCRIPT TRADITION OF THE 
ACHARNENSES 


By EARNEST CARY 


HE relation of the older manuscripts of Aristophanes to one an- 

other has already been examined in most of the eleven extant 
plays; and this examination has usually included also certain of the 
younger manuscripts. The widely divergent stemmata in which have 
been embodied the results of the several investigations of Schnee, 
Biinger, von Bamberg, Kiihne, and Zacher, have made it apparent that 
the same manuscript may represent very different traditions in different 
plays. Hence the need is now generally recognized of the special inves- 
tigation of each play in order to determine the relative values of the 
various manuscripts containing it. 

The ideal investigation of this character would naturally embrace all 
the known manuscripts of the play in question, and — most important 
of all— would be based upon complete and first-hand knowledze of the 
readings of those manuscripts. Unfortunately these two important con- 
ditions have not, as yet, both been realized in any one investigation. 
The investigations based on the admirable collations of von Velsen have 
been limited necessarily to the manuscripts examined by that editor; 
elsewhere the generally untrustworthy and incomplete character of the 
printed collations taken as a basis has naturally cast serious doubt upon 
the accuracy of the results reached. The particular incentive to the 
present investigation is to be found, not so much in the fact that the 
Acharnenses is one of the few plays not thus far examined with a view to 
determining the fundamental traditions represented by the manuscripts, 
as in the rare opportunity that has recently been mine for gaining essen- 
tially first-hand knowledge of all the manuscripts of this play. Professor 
John Williams White has kindly placed at my command for this investi- 
gation his complete sets of photographic facsimiles of the manuscripts 
containing the Acharnenses and the Aves. It has thus been possible for 
me not only to make complete collations, but to settle as well the many 
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doubts and queries which could not fail to arise as soon as the work of 
comparison was begun.’ 

It was my original plan to include in the present investigation the 
Aves as well as the Acharnenses. But when it became apparent that 
the older traditions of the Aves present a much more complex problem 
than do those of the Acharnenses, it seemed best to defer for the present 
the treatment of the former ; the more so as Schnee has already made a 
preliminary examination of certain of the older manuscripts for that play. 
At the same time I have not hesitated to draw on the Aves for evidence 
confirmatory of the results reached in the case of certain late manu- 
scripts of the Acharnenses. One of the most practical results, as I 
conceive it, of such an inquiry as this is the elimination of manuscripts 
shown to have no independent value beside others still extant, and the 
consequent reduction in the labors of the future editor. If, therefore, 
my case against five of the manuscripts which I argue to be copies of 
others now extant or, in one instance, of the Aldine edition, shall be 
regarded as established, I shall feel that the present investigation has 
not been altogether idle. 

Anything tending to throw new light upon the sources employed by 
Aldus and his immediate successors cannot fail to have its interest for 
Aristophanic scholars. I have therefore included a brief discussion of 
the readings of the Aldine and of the first two Juntine editions in their 
relation to our manuscripts. 


The manuscripts containing the Acharnenses and the centuries to 
which they are usually assigned are as follows :? 


1 In an address delivered in Burlington House in 1904, on the occasion of the 
celebration of the twenty-fifth anniversary of the Society for the Promotion of 
Hellenic Studies, Professor White spoke, among other topics, on the value of 
photographic facsimiles of the manuscripts of an ancient author to the student 
of his text, and suggested that the Society should undertake to act as the medium 
for securing them. (See Yournal of Hellenic Studies, XX1V, 1904, pp. Ixv-]xix.) 
The Society adopted this suggestion. My own experience in the present investi- 
gation confirms all that Professor White then said as to the service that the art of 
photography might thus be made to render. 

2 T avail myself of the symbols proposed by Professor White in Classical Phi- 
ology, 1 (1906), p. 9ff. For further information regarding the later Mss. see Zuretti, 
Analecta Aristophanea (1892), pp. 17, 20f., 29, 30, 35 ff., 72 ff; Allen, Votes on Greek 
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Ravennas (R), XI. 

Parisinus 2712 (A), XIII. 

Laurentianus 31, 15 ({), XIV. 

Barberinianus I, 45 (Vbr), XV. 

Estensis III D 8 (E), XIV (Allen, Zacher) or XV (Zuretti). 

Estensis III D 14 (E2), XV. 

Ambrosianus L 41 sup. (Mg), XV. 

Vaticano-Palatinus 67 (Vp2), XV. 

Vaticano-Palatinus 128 (Vp3), XV. 

Havniensis 1980 (H), XV. 

Vallicellianus F 16 (Rm1), XV (Ach. 691-930). 

Laurentianus 31, 16 (A), XV. 

Parisinus 2715 (B), XVI. 

Parisinus 2717 (C), XVI. 

That all these Mss. are derived ultimately from a rather corrupt arche- 
type can be doubtful to nobody who has had occasion to concern him- 
self with the text of the Acharnenses. It will not be necessary to give 
detailed evidence here ; reference to the critical editions will reveal the 
errors common to all our ss. in verses! 68, 108, 119, 158, 256, 301- 
302, 336, 347, 348, 441, 459, 475, 490. 566, 612, 615, 636, 645, 737; 
799; 803, 826, 850, 924, 944, 960, 1062, 1102, 1194-1195, 1210, — to 
cite only errors more serious than the Atticising of dialectic forms or 
the trivial corruptions common to almost all Greek mss. The evidence 
afforded by these errors respecting the date of the common archetype 
will be discussed later in connection with the final stemma (p. 192). 


R 


A large number of good readings and a yet larger list of conspicuous 
errors exhibited by R alone against the united. testimony of the other 
Mss. combine to place this Ms. in a class quite by itself for the 4charnenses. 

The following are the more important of the two score correct read- 


Manuscripts in Malian Libraries (1890), pp. 14, 55; Zacher, in Berliner Philol. 
Wochenschrift, X (1890), p. 69f.; and in Bursian’s Fahresbericht, LXXI (1892), 
pp. 29-32; Graux, Wotices sommaires des manuscrits grecs de la Grande Bibliotheque 
Royale de Copenhague (1879), p. 68£.; Dindorf, Aves (1822), pp. vi-xiii. 

1 In order to avoid confusion it has seemed best to follow Brunck’s numbering 
throughout. 
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ings due to R alone: 127 icya R] icy 7 159 Tis dv0 dpaxyas] tes 
dpaxpas dvo, dpaxyas Svo rist 178 eéyw wey dedpo aco] eyo pe cor 
Setpo, col pev dedp éyo* 206 wyvioure] pyviere 321 lov] oios 
413 Trwxors] xvArovs 460 POcipov] pépov 748"] radr’ 496 Adye] A€yew 
502 ye] om. 671 dvaxukdot] dvaxvkdABor 748 xapvéa] Kkapvée ye 
749 SixatdroAt] SixaidroAts 777 Xowniov] xowpidiov 792 éorar] éore 
828 tpéxuv] idy 846 o*J]om. 954 tov] &, om? = 1175 xurpidiy] 
xuTpiy = 1190 arrarat arrarat] érramarrard. 

As typical of the errors peculiar to R the following may be cited 
from vs. I-100, 401-500, 1101-1200: 39 0m. Tis 68 wupa R] ia 
80 om. 8 85 Kai waperiber’] waperiOer 8 = _ ovres dyouer] ayovres 
HKopev 93 0M. wardéas 96 vews Kaumrwv oiKkov] Kdyrtwv veds olkov 
100 modvacrtpa| dariccova catpa, etc. 401 troxpiverar| daexpivaro 
402 aA’ éxxdAecov] éxxddeoov 411 KatdByv] xataBddyv eras] érds 
wroxous| xwAods 429 om. dewwds Aéyew 470 OM. por 472 ye] wE 
Tupdvvous] Koipdvous, Koipavvous 1126 wodus| wAaris 1137, 1138 
transposed 1155 dmékActoe] daréAvoey, arédvo’ deamvav] adecrvov 
1196 dv] dv et, yap et, ef = 1197 eyxavetrar] -eyxdvor (ye), éyxdvor. ‘The 
following verses are omitted: 875, 876°-877, 917, 1141,° 1177 ;° a few 
others omitted by R were added by R2. All told there are more than 
eighty conspicuous errors found in R only, and as many more of no 
particular significance. 


A 


This ms. is closely related in the Acharnenses to T, Vb1, E, Mg and 
Ez ; but it will be more convenient to postpone the examination of this 
relationship until the number of secondary traditions represented by the 
other five mss. of the family shall have first been determined. 





1 As will be seen later (p. 182), this third reading is due to a metrical recension, 
and would not have been called for had the order of R been known. 

2 Compare oe after 5:xnav (847) BA; but this was probably a metrical expedient 
like the insertion of ye in 841. 

8 The reading of BA, 10: 5) Swécurre trav rUAav "Iouquixe, might seem to point to 
iév in the archetype ; but in that case, why any change? 

4 Minor variations from the vulgate, particularly differences in accentuation, etc., 
will thus occasionally be indicated; all readings that can have any possible signifi- 
cance will be found after the bracket. 

5 For verses 1141 and 1177 space has been left in the text. 
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In A itself I find more than forty errors not occurring elsewhere, the 
more important being these: 11 icay’ A] cicay’ 225 éx@pois] exOpor- 
ow 316 om.yiv 428 hedAAcpoddvrys | BedAAcpopdvTys . 434 oivéos | 
ivots 455 Aadetv] dAaPeiv 461 attod| atros 495 éa] ca, ela 
649 ToAAd Kaka] kaka moAAd 662 éotw] éorar 687 Om. tords érdv 
693-695" om. -Aéoat... do-! = 751 OM. TIP ~=—-773, Xolpwv] xotpos 
783 oica] ich 4 followed by space] parép’ g2t eumepeey] éomeu- 
weiev, exmeupecey 995 OM. wey av (dy wanting in Ralso) 1094 dake- 
Saipov| kaxodaiuwy 1213 om. vuvi. ‘These will be quite sufficient to 
show that A was in no case the archetype of any existing Ms. 

On the other hand the good readings peculiar to A are but three or 
four in number: 3 wWappaxocroydpyapa A] Yaupoxocwoydpyapa 93 Te] 
ye 674 erovov] erovoyv and perhaps 834 roi] ra. 


T-Vb1r 


As in the Zguites? so also in the Acharnenses T has been extensively 
corrected. This has been done in such a manner that the original reading 
can often be made out distinctly, sometimes more distinctly in fact 
than the correction, — at other times only inferred from the length of an 
erasure. It is the original tradition of which shows intimate connection 
with A; the readings of the correcting hands (for I distinguish at least 
two, to be designated in this paper as T? and T3) will be discussed later 
(p. 185ff.). 

In Vbr I recognize a slavish copy of IT made by a scribe whose 
knowledge of Greek must have been meagre enough. Virtually every 
error of I, whether original or introduced by the first corrector,® recurs 
in Vb1 ; while the new errors of the latter are for the most part directly 
traceable to the ambiguous appearance of the word or verse in I, par- 
ticularly where corrections have been made. It is significant also that 
the unusual order of the three plays contained in Vb1 (4ch., Eccl, Eg.) 
is the same as that of the first three in T. 

I give first some of the principal errors occurring only in these 


1 That is, two complete verses of the archetype, a division still preserved in 
Tand E. 

2 See the preface to the edition of von Velsen or Zacher-von Velsen. 

3 The few entries of F are later than Vb1, as will appear hereafter. 
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two manuscripts: 20 mig TVb1] wvié 66 ras] ris 972 erapéw] 
gratéw 98 Bacrred (T2)] Baotteds 179 Tu] reves 207 dry] dros 
208 éxrépevyer] exrepevy’ 256 dpOpi0s (L2)] dp8p0s 306 orodav] 
orovdiv 341 mparov xapdle] xapdle mp&tov 391 jrorxavas] unyavas 
403 éreAOouu’| dreAOoup? 428 GAN’ éxelvos| dAAG KaKelvos 43.7 Ered 
meptyapiow] éeredyrep exapiow 448 Baxrnpi] Baxrypiov 592 éey- 
Anoas (T2)] drepornoas 614 dxorr’pas] 6 Kortpas 635, 636 trans- 
posed (T2) 695 Oepyov dzrd | Ocpudv drropopdpevov' (T2)] Oeppdv dzo- 
popSduevov 814. tov (L2)] 76-938 Aaxvodxos} Avyvodyos (so T?) 
957 vs.om. (so Boriginally) 1014 érockdAave] brookddeve 1176 xy 
pwrév] Knpwriyvy 1199 TiOiwy] tirOiwy = owAnpov] oKAypa 1234 OM. 
dSovres? (T2), As illustrating the agreement of the two mss. in trivial 
errors the following instances may be noted for vs. 1-100: 2 avy 
22 cxowtov 23 dAAdwpiav (T2)] GAN’ dwpiay, dAN adpiav, etc.2 29 Kar’ 
Kar gt exe’ «58 Kpepdoat 75 Kpavaa 8g div (L2)] 8 jy, &. 

In the cases of disagreement which follow, the cause of the error in 
Vbi is apparent the moment one glances at the corresponding pas- 
sagein I: 14 Seflas Vb1] deEieos P22 pepsATwpiov] peuArwopévov 
30 orepdoupac] mépdoe from omépdo. 39 TH] Tis 48 reTroheuou] 
spurrodcuov 79 Se Kai Kagtds] Aakacrtds, before which . go éde- 
oridaices] epevdxites from epavdages 98 om. Ppdoov] ppdooy over 
greue = 114 CLarrardpeba a] dararauel’ * 152 7Aqy ova] Bday ov 
158 tomios] roméos (sic) 162 reds] Aews 170 Téyw] A€yw 236 Ai 
ers] AGors 256 Fv] 436.4 ov (sic)] ofov from d..ov 505 xovrrao] 
kodrw 510 obtt] ddme 550 éAaty] éAadv 550 kopovpiwy] Kopouvov 
T, kpopptwv T2 592 eddrados] edrrodos T, edordos T 2 659 KActwr] 
kdéwv 689 Spd] Spdrwy 745. KYer’] KITeLT’ 788 xatpos] xoipos 
T, x@pos T2794 Saypoviwy (?) ] Sarudvev 811 3] Hf 842 tropav] 
iropwvav 843. OM. wor] cor Over edpuTpuxriay T2861 yAdxar] yAd- 


1 Gepudy awd ended one page in I, and poptduevoy (presumably) started the next ; 
the corrector in indicating the new verse-division erased pop{duevoy and wrote in 
Gepudy arouoptduevov, but failed to delete on the previous page. 

2 The first corrector of F failed to notice the final four verses of the Ach. at the 
top of fol. 83/, and accordingly supplied them, from his second Ms., at the end of 
the preceding folio. The scribe of Vbr very naturally followed these later entries. 

8 TY evidently read dpiav. P we 

4 Perhaps a reference in the archetype to the scholia; cf. 427 xwAds, 877 dpy6las. 
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xo T, yAdxwv T2 — g03, ofr] dre «= «994. pla Suxd ay ere od mpoBa- 
Neiv] Tia ay te Sona y mpBareiv 1124 ‘yopydvrwv | yopydva rov(?) T, 
yopyovwrov T2 1170 owepefov] oredcGdv. This list could be much 
lengthened by including such trivial errors as the following: 2 Baia Vbr] 
fas T 15 THrts | tyres 18 Kovids| konas T, kovias T2 30 orive| 
orévw 38 SroKpoveov] toxpotew 60 re] ye 85 drovs| droits. 
In two or three instances transpositions of verses in Vbr are explained 
by a glance at I’: thus the order 325, 324, 327, 326, 328,’ and 589, 
5887; and indirectly perhaps the corrected order 708, 707 was inspired 
by the correction in f of the false order 706, 705. 

In several places a space in Vbr answers to an erasure in T': 356 be- 
fore déyw 358 before Aédyes 379 after yap. 459 before 76 
555 after révde. Compare also 252 fuy" éveyxety Vbr] évv . . eveyxety 
T, guy éveyxelyv T2. It often happens that the same unusual abbrevia- 
tions and ligatures occur in both Mss., ¢.g.: 204 mw TVb1] rvv6dvov 
452 edpt] edpuridy(v) 683 Ae ] Ae. 

As might be expected, Vb1 sometimes follows the original reading 
of f rather than the correction. Typical instances are: 459 dzoxKe- 
kpoupevov T'Vb1] dzoxexpovopevov T2 531 7°] tiv 680 érare] éGre 
688 om.] kai tapdrrav 729, 900 dOdvas] GOdvas git Leds] devs. 
This is particularly the case where there is a transposition involved 
and the correction has been indicated in T by means of superscript 
numerals, as in 256 #rrov pydey IVb 308 otre riots obre Bupds 
541 éxmAevoas tis 714 Tas ypadas xupls elvat 890 ere robouperyy. 
Occasionally we have error and correction both faithfully reproduced, as 
in 602 Sputxpads tpets 638 Tov orepdvav. Cf. also 416 xwpa T, xopa 
Vbi = 4217 dotivixas T, gotvixos Vbt. 

The errors of Vb1 for which T cannot be held responsible are not at 
all numerous. The important ones are these: 50 é&js Vbi] éé js T 
77 dvdpes] dvdpas 78 roely] meiv 9340 om. rd 512 dréAwa] 


1 In T, 323 was inserted afterwards over 324 in the second column; 325 and 326 
follow on the next line, while in the third line 327 extends across both columns; but 
no numerals were added to indicate the correct order. What the copyist did, then, 
was simply to connect each of the verses 322, 325, 327 of the first column with the 
verse of the line above in column two. 

2 Here 589 was added by I? over 588, the correct order, however, being indicated. 
The scribe of Vbr has slavishly copied everything, including the indications of the 
new order, and a gloss belonging to 5go. 
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duméta = 604. Tovd'] robs 8 648 mpédrepor] worepoe 667 dvwv] dv- 

Opdxwv = 1198 atradarra] drradatrara. They recur in no other ms. 
It is not surprising therefore to discover virtually no readings superior 

to those in I. The total list, if we neglect two or three breathings 

and accents, would seem to be the following: 169 woety Vb1] woeiv T 

399 motel] zoet 410 roves] oes 461 épydlea] épyaln and 

274 xara (sc. kata-, the clear intent of T@ in place of xdrw of T). 
For the glosses of Vb1 see below (p. 200). 


E-Mg-E2 


In E as in I we have for this play a contamination of two diverse 
traditions. The corrections have been entered by the original hand, 
but for convenience will be distinguished by the symbol E?. This uni- 
formity of hand throughout, combined with the scribe’s usual practice 
of erasing the earlier reading, renders it impossible in many cases to 
restore the original entry. It is certainly significant, however, that nearly 
all the corrections occur at points where I also has been corrected and 
where A shows an error. 

With E two other manuscripts associate themselves very closely, — 
Mg and Ez.’ The precise nature of this relationship will appear from 
the following lists : 

(1) Errors peculiar to EMgE2. — 134 om. rapa] rapa, wa (A) 
284 cuverpivere (E2)] ouvrpiere 302 KaTippara] xarrvpara, xardép- 
para 321 olos tis] olos, oloy 329 spiv] quiv 333 Adpixos] Adp- 
kos 356 as] do” 398 7a ‘midANa E, ra Toa MgE2] érvaAda 
53t Ol ry, 7(AT) 639 dv xadéceev] kadévereyv 665 Sedp’ 3] Setpo 
687 trv (so perhaps I originally)] érav, om. 759 éné (E?)] due, 
etc. 796 éurerappévov (E®)] éuzerappévov 879 aidovpus] aieAovpus 
g2i éxméupeer] omguperer, euréperey 930 ob ros (E?)] otrws = gg1 om. 
av 994 ye] y, om. 1023 vs.om. 1072 Tovs] ris 1144 épxy- 
aOov (E2)] SxerGov = 1171 om. 8 ~— 1198 drramarrara| drradarrard, 
arratat atrarat. Also a few peculiarities in accentuation, and in the 
assignment of verses to speakers. 


1 The order of the plays is the same in E and Mg: Pl., Nub., Ran., Eq., Av, 
Ach.; in Ez there are now contained only Raxz., Eg., Av., Ach., but the Ranae is 
styled dpaua rpirov. (See Zuretti, of. cit. pp. 17, 37£., 74£.) 
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(2-4) Errors peculiar to E alone, to EMo, or to EE2.— None. 

(5) Errors peculiar to MoE2 (the more important).— 53 éxwv MgE2] 
ixo 68 érpuxdpeOa] erpuxduc(o)Oa 120 roidvd’ &] todvde 8 (G, y') & 
196 pev yap] pev dvBpocias] duBpocias 230 adr] dr’, are, dvr- 
303 OM. Adyous 330 OM. 7H 350 OM. Tod 353 dvdpor] dvdpav 
382 drrokwpyy] drwrcuyv 400 Tpipaxdpi] tpicmaxdpe 423 TAéov] we 
tAov, wémdwy = 4431. avTBodGot pe] dvT4BorAS o€ por 447 eutimAaue] 
euritAapar 455 xpéov] xpéos 471 om. second dA’ 472 wor] pe 
569 eid] ei ré §=—577 Trwxds dv ToApas] ToAMas wrwxds dv = 585 wri 
Awady pot] Tridoy cor 600 pev Todds pev] woALOts wey «734. eTpd= 
x9ar] werpacbar 748 dtxaidrwrw] Sixardroduw, Sixaidratw 763 GOA- 
yas] ayAiOas, etc. 798 av kdvev] kdvev, kav dvev,' kal dvev 831 ddAas] 
das —- 83.4. xoupide] xorpidia zreipqobe 836 ] of 982 wavra ra 
*ya0"] avr’ ayaO’, etc. 1031 wep] m&s 1068 Setpo] pepe 1088 ey- 
yover] éyxdve, etc. 

(6) Errors peculiar to Mo.— 372 ebdoyei Mg] cbdoyf 471 aretp’] 
dreyt 933 muppppayes] mupopparyés, etc. 1028 4] «i. Add the 
omission of AI. before vs. gor, 1035.” 

(7) Errors peculiar to H2,.—14 Se€ibeov E2] Se€iOeos 64 O'xpd= 
tava] &'«Batava 67 edyiv] Spaxnav 124 ei Bovde Kadrds] 4 Bovd} 
kadel 162 Opyvirys] Opavirys 176 ore] ote 236 AéBov] riBas 
242 mpdiBai] mpd ds 343 TAdOo1] rov Aion 499 Spay (corrected 
to Spav)] wodv 528 Kareppdn] xareppéyn® 635 XavvorrAitas} xaivo- 
modtras 639 Oyvas] dOyvas 6.44) pow] HEovow 818 peyapeds] 
Heyaptxds == 835 tui] tus, ris © 861 lapnvia] iopyvia 916 Opvaddiédas] 
Opvadrdidas 975 Karemiew] karecBiew 1039 wyoaddcew’] peraddcew 
1040 katdyxer] Kardyee 1072 xKtumds] xrumet 1157 drrn.evovs]| 
arrnpen 1163 yévovro] yévorro 1199 4] ds. Many other instances 
might be added. 


av 

1 E has x&vev, which undoubtedly was meant for x&v dvev, although easily mis- 
taken for dy r&vev. 

2 Differences in the assignment of verses to speakers will not be recorded as a 
rule except in the discussion of Mss. very closely related; they will be completely 
ignored in reporting the total number of errors occurring in single MSs. or groups 
of Mss. In indicating assignments I give normally the first two letters only, fol- 
lowed by a period, regardless of the form in the Ms.; the absence of the period 
means that the exact abbreviation of the Ms. is repeate.l. 

3 In Mg y has been blotted. 
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Not only are there no errors peculiar to E alone, but there is no 
important error of those shared by E with ss. of other traditions which 
does not reappear in Mg and Ez. The trivial improvements offered by 
Mog and Ez are these: 222, 298 pydé MgE2] py dé E 238 avy] 
siya 399 mort] rode 686 pryyacw] pyywact 813 tpotadéSos] tpo- 
maddiSos 1084 tiva] twa 1090 Tpametar] tpaméfa. Similarly a few 
errors common to EMg and other mss. are avoided by Ez: 98 are 
meupev E2]| daréreupe EMg 169 oveiv] moeiv 255 Kakmoujoerac] 
KaxTojoetat 410, 413 motets] woets 1064 moretrar] wocirar; also a 
few accents, etc., such as 34 ovderdor] odd: wwr07 330 7] 7 
1226 ddvpra] ddvpra. In addition, E2 corrects errors of Mg, aside from 
the cases given above under (6), also in 945 xarwxdpa E2] xdrw xdpa 
Mg and 461 Al.Jom. 1049 IA.] om. 

The few corrections, found in Mg and Ea, in every instance by the 
original scribe, are regularly to, not away from, the readings of E and 
Mg respectively ; yet where a correction in E or Mg is rather ambiguous, 
the original reading is sometimes taken in place of the corrected. 

It seems certain, therefore, that E2 is a copy of Mg, and that Mg 
in turn is derived from E. There is this interesting difference, that 
whereas many of the readings of Ez are directly explained by the care- 
less writing of Mg,’ scarcely any of the discrepancies between Mg and 
E find a similar explanation, E being written very distinctly. It seems 
probable, therefore, that a carelessly-written Ms. intervened between E 
and Mg. 

It will not be amiss at this point, in view of the destructive trend of 
the evidence just presented respecting the value of Mg and Ez, to show 
very briefly that in the Aves also these mss. betray the same close de- 
pendence upon E as in the Acharnenses. First, then, I have to report 
sixty errors? found only in E, Mg, and Ez; and these are confined to 
vs. 1-221 and 602-1765, the signature of E containing vs. 222-601 
having been lost. A few important examples follow: 115, 116 trans- 
posed 751 dei repeated after dépwr g21 THvde KAjlw] rid eyo 
KAntw 997 éredv] dvdpav 1052 pupiddos] prupias 1116 éyy] 
eynte «1126 eraivy] érdvw 1457-1461 omitted 1670° rodr’] dar 


1 All the examples given under (7) are of this sort. 
2 Exclusive of accentual variants, etc. 
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1691 od] ot ra 1720 Sexe Siaye] Siexe 1752 & Kepavvé as part 
of vs. Three correct readings are found only in these Mss.: 1090 dp- 
moxvowvratt EMgE2] épmuoxotvra. 1573 édopuxa] édpaxa 1669 «io- 
tyay] éojyay. Occurring only in Mg and Ez are more than fifty 
errors,among them: 71 dep MgE2]| dre rep 116 KotrodiSovs] KodK 
dvodidobs 185 dp] dpéer = 785 tStov] Hdvoy =: 1052_-ypaas] dpaxuds 
1078 dvaydyy (va erased in Mg)] dyéyn 1281 édaxwydvouv] éAa- 
Kovoudvouv 1462 viv] uyy 1543 nv ye] Ww y jv. Of the peculiar 
errors of E2 directly traceable to the appearance of the words in Mg, 
I may cite: 132 ydAa E2] yduous Mg 140 ebpadv] efpov = 194. vv 
omitted, but space left] yjv blotted out 205 Oevcov 7G] Oevcor- 
Tat 356 7a od] To cor 519 A€ywow] AdBwow 553 dxepddAcov] 
opepdaddov 575 medeiuari(?)] wedein? 665 wixvy] mpdxvy 830 za- 
vorAlos] mavordiay 1032 Kddw] Ké8o «1324 éyerijoreis] eyxovrjorers 
1363 was] wats 1570 mwas] wot 1594 dAvvoviSas] dAxvovidas. EIOW 
before 841 finds its explanation in recov, the end of the scholium on 
840, which in Mg stands immediately before 841 ; 1209 and 1210 are 
written as one verse in both mss., with this difference that in Mg they 
were originally omitted, and were crowded in later.2 The scribe of 
Mg has corrected a few obvious errors of E: 778 éBeoe Mg] éoBecey E 
866 drvpmrigor] ddvurinow — 967 vixyjowsr] oikicwot 1393 erewvov | 
metyvav 1599 rovetoOat] woetc Gat ; also a few mistakes in accentuation, etc. 
These corrections appear also in Ez, which adds the following: 59 rou 
oes E2]| rojnoes EMg 344 eray'] eraye 650 Ever ope?’ ] Evver oper? 
1079 ovivous (the first reading of Mg)] oivvous 1301 éureroupevy] 
eureronuern 1365 Oarépa] Oyrépa 1545 deilaiceé 1596 mood | 
waror 1628 oiualew (so Mg at first)] oipadéev. There is here 
clearly no reason for suspecting the use of a second Ms. on the part of 
the scribe of either Ez or Mg. For the Aves, then, as well as for the 
Acharnenses, Ez has no original value ; and Mg is of no greater impor- 
tance except for vs. 222-601 of the Aves, now lost in E. 


1 In E there is a dot over the first », possibly a correction. 

2 In Mg the final letter of medAein is written above the line, surrounded by 
scholia; rdv (written 7") of the scholium on 574 is responsible for the -ri of Ez. 

3 In addition to this class of errors Ez shows in the Aves as well as in the 
Acharnenses frequent corruptions due sometimes to pure carelessness on the part of 
the scribe, often to deliberate emendation. 
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It will be shown later in a special section devoted to the scholia of 
certain Mss. that the same relationship holds between the scholia of these 
three mss. as for the text. 


A-T-E 


With the elimination of Vb1 and Mg—Ez2 as of no independent value 
beside T and E respectively, the examination of the errors shared by 
A, now with all five of these manuscripts, now with certain of them only, 
becomes at once much simplified. I note first the errors peculiar to the 
whole group A-I-E, arranging these in separate lists according as the 
original reading (1) remains unchanged, or has been corrected (2) in T, 
(3) in E, or (4) in both.? 

(1) 104 Ary ATE] Aner, Apye 121 FAO] FAGes 137 VS. om. 
138 7H xiv AT, 77H xidvu E] xud 296 évacxo’ AT, dvacxour? E] 
dvdoxec® 371 xaipovtas ofda] olda xalpovras 408 eyxukArjoer ri 
A, éxkvidjoes ti? TE] éxxvxdnOy7() 411 vs. om. (so C at first *) 
412-413 afterqi4 414 om.c 419 kai]6 421 OM. rod 423 Tér- 
dov] wérdwv 425 wodd (so A®)] woAd zodd 433 Kelvrat] Kelrae 
802 Kot Kot Kot] Kot Kot 943 iaxrpdy 8] icxypdv 1177 Tov] 7d and 
several unimportant variants and peculiar assignments to speakers. 

(2) 219 om. Hy = -248 om. aon 296 ' av] ay y, dv... ¥; 
av, y 308 alors otre Bwpds] Bwyds obre riots 337 OM. dpets 
531 7 AT,@ E] ray 598 om. yap 673, EADErw] ADE — 705, KY 
puroddpo] kypirodijpo 716 véows] véowsr 736 ti] tis 874 yAao] 
yoxs  g1t irw] irrw 994 av ere Sond (add y T, ye E)] Sona y 
dy ere 1080 rodepodaxaixdy] modeuodapaxaixdy, ToAcuopaxatixdy, etc. 
T11g Vs. om. 1158 after1160 1208 poyepds 8] poyepds = 1220- 
1221 vs. om.; also a few peculiar accents, etc. Corresponding to éya 
inserted by AE before Aéyw in 356 I shows an erasure; in 357 AE 
have éuavrot, T2 éuiv in place of a longer word. 


1 The readings of TE2, as representing a single distinct tradition, will be dis- 
cussed later (p. 185); in the present section it will be understood that the corrected 
reading is identical with that of the other Mss. or in case of a complex tradition 
the same as the first of the readings following the bracket. 

2 In E vs. 403-407 appear in the margin, while 408-409 replace a single line of 
text; the omission was evidently due to Aomocoteleuton (402> = 408>). The verses 
were almost certainly supplied from the original Ms. 

3 It will be seen later that this can be nothing more than a coincidence. 
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(3) 165 ov« doBadeire ATE] od xaraBadeire 214 dairw] daidrAm 
6300m. 8 681 om. dAdka 682 dodddids] dogpadreds 1229 xeds 
A, xéas TE] éyxéas. In addition E has been corrected in the following 
places where the reading of AI is now unique: 79 duets AT] jets E2 
1200]8,y 522 Kdwrémrpax? *] kérérpar’, xarérpal’, etc. 591 ovd' | 
eS 831 cavern] tavri. 

(4) 30 omépdopar ATE] répSopar 166 éoxopdicpéevors| eoxopodicpevots 
260 rot] riys 318 éyw] exywv 340 Om. Tdde §=—357 OM. ye 363 exor] 
éxeu 541 exrActoas tis | oxdder] tis exmrcvoas oxade | 602 dpaypas 
tpeis| tpeis Spaxuds 667 mvpivwy] mpwiver, mpwiwy 688 om. kal 
Tapattwy 714 Tas ypadas xupls civat] ywpis elvar tas ypapas 719 THs 
(om. E) éuijs olde] ofde ris ents 739 Pépew paca] pace pépew 
859 om. éxdorov 891 ew] eyo 896 tavry] ravryv 898 isye] 
ibya O41 OM. xpopevos 959 om. AT. 6 te 1129 Spd] evopa. 
In all these examples there is no doubt regarding the original reading of 
Tand E. In addition there are to be seen corrections in both these mss. 
in some two score places where A shows an error. Generally the orig- 
inal reading of one of the two can easily be seen to have been identical 
with that of A; often, however, we can only infer such original agree- 
ment from the length of the erasure. A list of the more important 
examples of this sort may be of interest, even while making no pretence 
to add much to the force of the argument :? 16 é~ée(E)] dre 23, dpiav 
A, dpiav T] dwpiov = 87 rots (T)] Bots 8g: om. Fv (L) 105 iad 
(T)] at 116 evOadse] eves 244 apfwpeOa (T)] drapewpeba 
330 Tw] Te, TO Gapoiverat (E)] Spaciverat 460 om. icf (1) 
554 ‘yepavev] veyAdpwv 567 -yopyoAddas] yopyoAdfa om. 588>— 
589° (etre... éoriv)® 592 evmrodos (I')] edorAos 618 d77° ok] 
onr 715 6 yépuv] yépwv 722 axdvw (T)] Aapdyw 758 ddAot 
(T)] Gro 788 dAjs (T)] As 820 enetvns] eet’ = 83.5 eDAL] eg’? 


1 Borrowed by B?; see p. 188. 

2 The reading before the bracket is that found in A; wherever the original 
entry of either f or E is certain I add the appropriate symbol. 

8 588° and 589 are by If, the former in an erasure ( 589° deleted ?), the latter 
wrongly inserted between 586 and 588, in the first column, but afterwards cor- 
rectly located by means of numerals. In E, on the other hand, it seems to have 
been 588° which was erased, as 589° stands in an erasure, while 588 entire has 
been added over 587, the first verse of the page; the correct order, however, is 
indicated. 
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aAl, épadrt R 884 ravee (I)] rade Kym xapapirta] Kymiydpurra, 
Kymxapirra, etc. 1052 otparevnta:] orparevour, otparevnr T2 aXN’ 
iva] GAAG = 1223, matwvetatot (E)] ratwviaor. 

It may be added that the verse-division is often unique in ATE, 
particularly in the lyrical passages. ‘This has been corrected in both T 
and E, on the same model throughout,’ by means of the symbols : (T2) 
and + (E2).? 

In view of this showing it is clear that A, I, and E represent essen- 
tially but one tradition, and that a decidedly corrupt tradition. The only 
good readings in fact peculiar to this family are these: 138 xarévewe 
ATE] karévupe 803 Kot Kot Kot*] Kot Kot also 674 dypoixdrepov 
AE(DP?)] dypouxorovoy (I?) 913 npa* AL(E?)] pw, jpw, Fpw Cf. 
754 éyov ATE (borrowed by B2)] éy, ya, om. 

Within this family it is difficult to trace any more intimate relation- 
ships. We have already seen (p. 161 f.) that the errors peculiar to A and 
to ['Vbr are such as to preclude the derivation of T or E from A, or of 
E from I. It appears improbable also that any two were derived through 
an archetype subsequent to the common archetype of all three. The 
evidence on this point seems at first sight somewhat conflicting. On 
the one hand there are some fourteen errors confined to AT, the more 
serious of which are 39 zpw AY] wAjy E 638 éxdbicey] éxabyobe 
781 aitacra] aira’ote 931 pépw] pépwy 1124 yopydva tov] yop- 
yovwrov ; peculiar to TE there are twelve, including 46 om. dydi- 
Geos. KH. 266 ere] eran = 550 kopoptwy] Kpoyptwy 779 amroioir'] 
droid 800 Kol Kol Kot] Kol Kut = 1057 OM. Ti oot 1069 eoraxcis | 
dveoraxws ; while AE, finally, have four or five errors to themselves, 
important only 409 éykvkAnoopar®] éxxvxAnoopa. The only possible 
conclusion, it seems to me, is that the common archetype of A-I-E 
afforded some excuse for such of these errors as are not the result of 
pure coincidence. This archetype will be designated hereafter as a.® 


1 Cf. p 185. 

2 The scribe of Vb1 failed utterly to appreciate the force of the two dots. In 
Mg the change called for by E? is regularly made. 

3 Probably an emendation on the analogy of 801, 802; the superfluous xa is 
retained after ov. 

4 Preserved now only in A; Vbr and Mg have #pw, the corrected reading of P 
and E. 

5 In 408 A alone reads éyxurajoe: tl. 

6 Whether @ was the immediate ancestor of any one of the three MSs. must 
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Vp3-C 
The next group to be considered is that formed by Vp3 and C. The 
relationship between these manuscripts is very intimate, there being 
approximately 150 errors peculiar to the two, exclusive of mere differ- 
ences of accent, etc. Among the more important may be recorded: 


19 xal Vp3C] as 68 Kxaorpiwy| Kavorpiov 105 oipou kat] oipon, 
oimot wou §=6 122 Tout] mor 148 BodrPjoew] BonPyoav 167 mpec- 
Bes] mpurdves 175 dpdiuv Geds] dudibeos 219 Tov pev] rodpov 


225 éomeioavto] éomeicato 274 dpav] dpavtra 281 Barc (second, 
third, and fourth)] BddAAe 316 Kui] e@ 412 om. ra 449 space 
and vw (vav C)] Autvwy 506 #] of 560 mocedav] roceda Kat 
646 om. réApns... yee 648 om. airods ... Kparotow 649 d7o- 
tépous] rorépovs 650 ore] zoAD 655 wore deionf’] ddyoeh, apy- 
cet, adjoete 662 Kal] Koi, Kdy 695 dropakdpevov] dopopEdpevov 
696 space] 8% 698 eBdAAoper] dr Hpev 702 dvtepopapyias] dvrepet 
uapwias 732 orl trav] ror(r)av 736 space] xairdés pay 738 7 
not] -ydp por 775 vel vw tiva] tivos, Twos 781 yé po] ye 
804 om. ds 872 KoddAupdye Vp3, KodAdupéye C] Kodduxopdye, etc. 
952 evednoay] évednoa 968 4] i 988 om. Kai 1055 éyxeupe] 
eyxéayut 1122 Ktror] KAdALBavtas, kvAALBdyTaL, etc. 1127 TAaKodvros | 
mAakods 1145 pev yap] wey 1189 om. d& Noteworthy as an indi- 
cation of the blind fidelity with which each repeats its archetype is the 
manner in which 325* and 325° are attached to 324 and 326 respec- 
tively, while eis (eis C) oriyos is added to 323. Compare their agree- 
ment in the following trivial errors chosen from vs. 701-800: 702 zpos 
711 toforas 729 ayop dv 740 dmAds 748 8e 751 acl «754 ep 
mopevouav 765, 771 adda; wrong division of verses: 751-752 after 
motto §=. 753-754 after viv 757-758 after zpayparwy 760-761 after 
dues and after cxdpoda 734-735 written as one verse. 

There are a few places in this play where syllables have been added 
or deleted in an archetype of Vp3C apparently from considerations of 


remain undetermined. A, as we have seen, has only about forty errors to itself; 
I and E differed even less from the archetype. Hardly more than one copy at the 
most, therefore, could have intervened between a and any one of the three. In any 
case, a MS. written in single column (cf. the omission of 323 and 957 in I, and of 
1023-1027 originally in E), with numerous ligatures and words frequently crowded 
in above the line, could easily have been the immediate source of A, T, and E. 
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metre. These are: 134 Oéwp’ Vp3C] Péwpos, om. 158 droréOpaxe ris] 
drot€paxev 462 rodi] rovré 720 ere] om., wat, Tois 1215 wpoc- 
AéBecbe py] mpochéBecH(e) and perhaps 733 dxovere] dxoverov. Of 
these the corrections seen in 134 and 1215 occur also in HVpz; in 
158, 462, and 720 those mss. have been otherwise corrected.? 

Good readings found only in Vp3C are: 733 dxovere Vp3C] dxoverov 
899 evbevd exeio’] evO&de Keio’, evredOe exeio’; cf. 741 eipev] Tuer, 
yuev. But nobody, I fancy, will feel any confidence that these represent 
an unbroken tradition from a good old archetype. 

Intimate as is the connection between these two Mss., neither appears 
to be a copy of the other. Quite apart from chronological considera- 
tions, if we accept the dates usually assigned, we could never recognize 
in C the archetype of Vp3, because of the large number of absurd 
errors found in C alone. As samples I may cite: 33 adv C] rodav 
Vp3 43, wéobev] mpdcbev = 76. karddeywy] KardyeAwy = =171 ~BéA- 
Byxé] BEBAnwé 405 aw] ror 424 10 TodTo] TA TOD = 709 axarpay] 
dxaray 852 cxaddv] pacxadGv 1048 Tovs] ris. On the other hand, 
C improves on Vp3 in less than ten places, if we neglect accentual vari- 
ants, the most important being 53 &vdpes C] drvypes Vp3 200 dyap- 


véas] ?ryavéas 503 Kaxas] Kaxaxas 750 dyopdcovtes| ayovacortes.® 





1 One might think of adding here 608 #37 C]om.,de) and 1049 xpéa Vp3C] 
wk xpéa. The first of these, however, is particularly doubtful, inasmuch as Vp3 
omits all but the first word or two of several verses at this point, and it is possible 
that C has been corrected from another tradition (cf. note 3, below) ; H, Vp2, B and 
A all read #3n. In 1049 xpéa may well go back to a good tradition, as it is the 
reading of R as well as HVp2. 

2 More than 75, disregarding accentual differences, etc. 

8 There remains one passage where C’s fuller reading would be decisive if we 
could feel at all confident that it had stood there from the first. I refer to vs. 605- 
609, which are written in full in C, while in Vp3 only the first few letters of each 
verse appear. It seems pretty certain, however, that the additions in C, although 
they were all made by the original hand, were nevertheless entered later from a 
second Ms. In the first place, the abbreviation ceane speaker in 607 and 609 is 


not, as invariably elsewhere in C and Vp3, AIKAI ‘but AI > and appears more- 
over in black ink, not in red; again, év in 606 is written out, contrary to the scribe’s 
usual practice, instead of as a ligature (Vp3 breaks off with é). At the same time 
this assumption raises the question why there is no evidence elsewhere of any 
use of a second manuscript, particularly in the case of 646 and 648, similarly 
deficient, and of 736, to which special prominence had been given by the direction 
Aelwe: Chret, entered in the margin of Vp3C. 
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These changes are simple enough, to be sure; yet I seriously doubt the 
capacity of the scribe of C to make even such emendations. A stronger 
argument against recognizing in C a copy of Vp3 is to be found in the 
fact that the unusually clear-and distinct writing of the latter? offers no 
adequate justification for the frequent errors of C due manifestly to con- 
fusion of such letters as p and v (the most frequent), a and e, A and 38, 
« and x, « and w, as seen,¢g.,in 37 mapacKkevacpévos C] mapeckev- 
acpévos Vp3 127 Giva] Pipa = 138 Karépupe] kareupe 798 morida] 
moriéa. 90g Kaxos] paKos 1120 TovAvtrov] rotAvTpov 1129 Sedias] 
Serdias_ = «1150 ayddos] axddos. 

The common archetype, which would appear to have been a compara- 
tively late manuscript, may be designated as c. 


Vp2-H 

Our second Palatine manuscript is not a whit behind the first in find- 
ing its double, as will be apparent from the following list of traits common 
to this manuscript and the Havniensis: (1) Verses omitted in Vp2H.— 
187 (but added by Vp22), 374, 394, 407, 491, 493, 533°-534* (mir... 
Oadrdrry). (2) Verses transposed. — 803 after 805. (3) Glosses or frag- 
ments of scholia entered as text.— After vs. 157, 166, 218, 219,” 221, 
284, 300, 351, 526, 600, 615, 976,® 992, 1028, 1032, 1226; also in 
423 yépwv before rétAwy 5548 dptivy (dtiwy Vp2) displacing curiuv 
551 tprx8wxxOiwy (sc. rpryiSwv ixOdwv) in place of rpixiSwv 668 omw- 
Op after pépadros.4 (4) Lndications of speaker entered as text.— 
764 peyapeds (followed by ME) 800, 815 we 818 od H, ov: Vp2 
(preceded by SY) ueGS H, welw Vp2 896 SY — (8) Other cor- 
ruptions (a few examples).—36 dmjvwv] driv 52 pds rods] mpos 
195 om. tre 206 om. rov 244, 253 Kata vow] xavoty 300 om. 


1 That Vp3 and Vp2 were both written by the same scribe seems to me certain; 
his name is given in Vp3 at the end of the Acharnenses as vixdAaos 5 vrappudpos. 

2 The corruption at this point is in itself a whole commentary on the intelligence 
of the scribe responsible for the archetype. Following dwemaltaro, the final word 
of 218, we read wALE whdnua’ df (6uos H)- edye, while avrievhwov of 219 has been 
replaced by dvrimAlocovro médecot. 

8 This gloss occupies a whole line between 976 and 977 in both Mss.; those fol- 
lowing 157, 166, 526, 600, are similarly written in H. 

4 Possibly also 997 Spxov, in place of xAddov, although this may well be due 
to deliberate change in the interest of the metre. 
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ere 346 cebeotss] ceiotds 428 Beddodpopsvrns} BeddAcpoddvrns 
505 ottw yap] Kotrw, kal olrw 523 pévror] wey dy «= 3.6 -yap Se] & 
641 tpiv airos] airios tpiv 665 Bdcrvpa] ddeyupe mip] mupos 
698 Sra (Stuy Vp2) ef] 67 Huey = 829 «OM. Talis =. 06 Ad Bown’ dv] 
AdgBoywe pevtay 966 poi ye] yé poe 971 ws] «ides & (second) 
1025 as] wrep, domwep, etc. 1146 pvyavre] prydv kal 1177 epyous 
taypa] py’ oicurnpa. A considerable list of interpolations and other 
changes made in the interest of the metre will for convenience be dis- 
cussed a little later (p. 182). In all there are 225 significant errors 
found only in Vp2 and H. (6) Good readings. —965 tpéis Kataokious 
AdHovs] Tpicl Kararktous Adpors, Tpels kuTacKios Adpors «1212 iw io] iw 
and perhaps 997 épxov] KAddov. 

In general there is the closest agreement, even in minute errors of 
accentuation, breathings, and the like; yet the scribe of H has fre- 
quently tried his hand at emendation, with rather unfortunate results. 
Witness these instances: 53 ep 08 H] efod Vp2 180 oturrikoi] 
otimrol 367 tTowovrociv] tuvovroct 471 ayav] dyav 608 & wy ye 
wou] dunyérou 741 vids (so R)} tds 759 oi] rot 762 ovk] on’ 
790 dporarpia (so MoEz)] dépuaparpia 997  pepidos] ApepiSos 
1092 iatpia] irpia 1093 dpuoviov] dppodiov 1176 dpOdna] 60dva 
and so presumably 398 wer ody] er. 

These and many other changes of like nature make it certain that H 
is not an ancestor of Vp2. Further proof, if required, could be found 
in the omission in H of vs. 51 (except the first two words), 516, 583°— 
584° (wapabes . . . xetrat), 671, 1107, all to be read in Vp2; and in the 
total absence of scholia from H, while Vp2 has scattering notes on the 
first two hundred verses. ‘The evidence against the derivation of H from 
Vpz is not perhaps so conclusive ; yet in view of the examples we have 
just seen of the conjectural skill of the scribe of H, it is certainly diffi- 
cult to believe that his cleverness restored the correct reading in such 
instances as 210 érav H] rév Vp2 435 Zed] om. 1008 ris 
eiBovAlas] TH oto’ EBovAias 1139 Sé] om. Furthermore the error of 
H in vs. 395, whereby the two speakers KH@ISOGON and AI. become 
respectively diAocodav, as part of the text, and KH, finds no excuse in 
the appearance of the verse in Vp2. We must conclude, then, that H 
and Vpz2 are independent copies of a very corrupt and carelessly-written 
ms. no longer extant. This archetype we may designate as 2. 
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B-A 


Another pair, and we have finished the genuine manuscripts of our 
list.1 First I give the more important errors common to B and A 
alone: 20 7c BA] atryi, airyi 46 | od«] oF | 68 érevyducba | 
erpuxduc(c)Oa 847 Bods wai] Bods 106 i&vas] idovas 129 om. 
por 222 éxptyy] expvyov 250 om. ruxynpas Ta 307 OM. Aéyors 
420 GXN otk] otk 424 ot] = 427 Trwxds] xwAds 4581 Sy Tov] 
tov 632 kal] vi 650 yeryoecOar] yeyevqoGa. 678, 679 trans- 
posed 713 trépov] trvov 722 ©] are 757 71 B, 7 A] oa, oa 
794 Satpovr] Sadvav 861 om.7d 872 yatpe repeated 899 iw 
iwsv = goo &7’] ear 933 Tepippayés ] rupoppayés, etc. 947 Oepic- 
Sew] GepidServ = «4957 dyavro] Gyov T6997 OM. 7d ~—s1012 harry 
vas] érrwpevas 1018 om. & ~=—1065 rwdel] rovrwi 1069 ye] tis 
1088 demrvety yap] Semvety 1167 peOvovros] peOiuv. This list could 
be trebled by including the less significant errors. For the metrical 
changes peculiar to BA, as well as those shared with HVpz, see below 
(p. 181 ff.). 

A few correct readings are preserved here only: 447 éuiwmhapac 
BA] éuriwdouar 454. oe) ye 613 eldev] oldey 623 ye] ye Kat 
626 Adyourw] Adyouwe 642 Tédeow] Torco 657 troreivwr] brori- 
vuv 1196 «| dy et, dy, yap ef and perhaps 743 Amo] Amor. It 
will be observed that these are practically all readings which might easily 
be due to emendation on the part of a scribe; hence they do not 
necessarily argue a superior tradition. 

What now is the exact relationship subsisting between B and A? 
The errors peculiar to A are not numerous, — less than twenty-five all 
told, — but a few of them are rather serious. Important are these: 
tor Ace A] Aeye B 255 dotis] dotts co == 421° hoikos] oivixos 
425 odd] roAd TOAD 4.46 eddatmovins] edSapovoins 606 Kévrayéda] 
kay KatayéAa. 801 Kot Kot] Kot Kot Kot 1063 rovédAeurreov] rov- 
édXeurrpov 1080 moAcuouaxatixdy | rodeuodauaxaixov 1174 ore] 
€oré = 1219 oKtrodun@] cKxotodune. That the scribe of B should have 
corrected several of these errors of A without the aid of a second manu- 
script is quite possible ; but that the correct readings of B in 425, 606, 
and 1080, — each of which is the original entry, — are to be attributed to 


1 Rmt, as will be shown later (p. 19; f.), has not the value of a MS. 
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the cleverness of the same scribe who retained so many of the absurd 
readings of A, seems highly improbable.1 Furthermore, there is in B, as 
will be seen presently, a noteworthy confusion in the order of the verses 
following 1096, for which A offers absolutely no explanation. For these 
reasons, then, we cannot recognize in Bacopy of A. Are both, then, 
descended from a common archetype, now lost? Ifso, we must recog- 
nize in B a marvellously faithful transcript of that archetype. For B, as 
left by the original scribe, shows only one trivial error not to be found 
in A as well (813 tpowuddides B] tporadidos A), and presumably there- 
fore very few not present also in a common archetype of the two. More 
decisive evidence against the theory that B and A are independent 
copies of the same archetype is to be found in the confused order 
of the verses following 1096 as at first written in B. In 1097 rov 
yvdcov stands in an erasure, while at the top of the next page the order 
is 1107, 1119, 1098-1106, 1108-1119, etc. ; later the same scribe ex- 
punged 1107 and 111g, and inserted the former in its proper place. 
It happens now that one of our Mss. shows us just the process by which 
this confusion came about: in T vs. 1097, 1107, and 1119 have all been 
added in the upper margin by the corrector, each being assigned to its 
place in the text by a signum.? The scribe of B, then. with a s. of this 
description before him, wrote 1098 immediately after 1096, but noticing 
the reference to the margin, changed ri kiornv to rov yvAtov (thus 
converting 1098 into 1097) and added the other two verses from the 
margin, failing to observe the sigva locating them elsewhere. Not until 
he reached 1118, and had his attention again directed to the margin, 
would he appear to have noted his error; thereupon he deleted the 
misplaced verses and restored 1107 to its proper place. This passage, 
moreover, is not the only one which suggests the omission of verses from 
the text of B’s archetype, and their subsequent entry in the margin: 
VS. 957, 1135, 1137-1138, 1142, and 1158 are all later additions in B, 
although entered by the original hand. In a few instances single words 
were likewise omitted in the original writing; thus: 405 tmd«ovcov 


1 The same reasoning will apply also to the alternative form offered by B in 


146: gasly B (both entries by first hand)] gacly A. 

2 In spite of these indications of the proper position of the omitted verses, 
Victorius, who secured most of his variants from T, made the same error at first as 
the scribe of B (see 7ransactions of Amer. Phil. Associaticn, XX XVII, 1906, p. 205 f.). 
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595 Ooms 973 of exe. If now A, elsewhere the more carelessly 
written of the two manuscripts, shows no confusion at any one of these 
points, as it does not, what must be our conclusion? Clearly that A 
and B were not copied from the same manuscript. And to assume an 
intervening manuscript between either B or A and a common archetype 
would be quite unwarranted in view of the very small number of the 
divergencies, as we have seen, between B and A. The conclusion is 
thus forced upon us that the archetype of A was none other than B 
itself. This, to be sure, was the only natural inference the moment 
all the serious errors of B were found to recur in A}; but the authority 
of the palaeographers and editors who refer B to the sixteenth and A 
to the fifteenth century,? naturally constrained us to proceed with all 
due caution. 

If I may be permitted to adduce other evidence at this point, it will 
appear that the conclusion just reached receives confirmation from the 
evidence to be found in the Aves.and other plays, as well as from certain 
more general considerations. In the Aves there are approximately one 
hundred errors peculiar to B and A apart from the numerous metrical 
emendations ; examples need not be given here. In sixty other instances 
A gives a reading inferior to that of B; a few important examples fol- 
low: 232 om. re A] te B 320 ddixras] ddpiyOac 405 tia] iva 
588 dépvibus] oivavOas mapovres| mdpvores 600 8 ra todde] S€ 
Tou TUde 899 paxpas] udKxapas 955 tov de] rovdt Tov 976 éor] 
&eore 993 Om.] ob 1116 yAdavidu] yAavida §=- 122 OM. Tod ONCE 
1244 Kdvdov] Avdiv 1347 wart] wddtoTa «1539 edovdiav| edBovdAcay 
1647 dp’) eu’ (?) 1682 «at rats] rais 1750 Papuyées] Bapvayées. 
Verse 115 was omitted in A from its proper position, but added at the 
foot of the page (after vs. 125); in B there is no confusion at this 
point. On the other hand, A improves on the reading of B in but 
two or three places, where the correction was perfectly obvious: 


1 It is not to be expected, of course, that the appearance of the words in B should 
explain all the errors of A, several of which consist simply in the careless omission 
of letters. Yet there are a few instances in which B does afford some excuse for 
the mistake of A: 311 Adye:s B] Aévyer A (Aéyew correct) 1032 rod*errdAou (cor- 
rected from tod mirrddov)] Tov omitTdAov 1063 rTodtdAermrpoy] tobédrAcimTeov 
1174 eore] éord. 

2 The only exception, so far as I am aware, was von Velsen, who assigned A 
“saeculo XV vel XVI” (£z., p. vii). 
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1099 mapOena A] rephéna B 1702 Ké7d? (hardly xért)] xézi and 
possibly 1426 td] iat (changed from éd).1 It appears, then, that 
the same relationship holds for the Aves as for the Acharnenses. An 
examination of Blaydes’ collations for the Vespae points in the same 
direction ; and a similar result would probably have been reached by 
Kiihne for the Zyséstrata,? had he not halted out of respect for the 
traditional chronology. This at least is certain, that throughout the 
four plays mentioned B and A betray the most intimate relationship ; 
together they represent a tradition characterized chiefly by frequent 
interpolations made in the interest of the metre. In the case of the 
other play found in both, —the Zguztes, — this parallelism breaks down. 
A is here, as in the /Vzées, closely related to @, according to Schnee,® 
while B, as may be seen from Blaydes’ critical apparatus, represents 
the same metrical revision in all the seven plays contained. B contains 
no hypotheses to any of the plays; A has one or more each prefixed 
to the Aguztes, Nubes, and Ranae. Particularly significant, in view of 
these facts, is the order of the plays in the two Mss. : 


B: £4.; Ach., Av. Vesp., Lys. Eecl, Pax. 
A: Pl, Nub., £g., Ran., Ach., Av., Vesp., Lys. 


What more natural explanation of the unequal character of A than that 
a manuscript closely akin to ®* (but not @ itself, according to Schnee 5) 
was used as the source of the Vubes, Eguites, and Ranae, if not also 
of the Plutus, after which four more plays were copied from B? If my 
argument is sound, A has no independent value for the last four plays 
contained ; it will therefore be ignored in what follows. 

In the preceding discussion it is of course the tradition of B as writ- 
ten and corrected by the original scribe which has been considered. 
None of the frequent variants and none of the assignments of verses to 


1 Cf. 1017 &y ei A (corrected)] &p ef BA; it is not easy to decide whether the few 
corrections in A are by the original hand or otherwise. 

2K. Kiihne, De codicibus qui Aristophanis Ecclesiazusas et Lysistratam exhibent 
(1886), p. 34. Blaydes’ collations were taken as the basis of his investigation. 

8 R. Schnee, De Aristophanis codicibus capita duo (1876), pp. 6 f., 29 ff. 

4 The order 7/., Wub., Zg., Ran. is found only in @ and its copy, Laur. g1, 7 
(cf. Zuretti, of. cét., p. 13 £.), in Riccard. 36 (K. II. 22) and Barberin. I, 46. See 
J. W. White in Classical Philology, 1, 1906, p. 9 ff. 

5 Op. cit., p. 38 £. 
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speakers added by a second hand, from a manuscript of different tra- 
dition (see p. 188), are known to A. This copy was made, therefore, 
before the final revision of B. 

a-ch-B 

The more immediate connections of the various MSs. are now appar- 
ent ; it remains to follow back the several lines of descent to their com- 
mon origin. To take up first the three families last considered, I observe 
that % betrays rather intimate relationship with c, while B and ¢ show no 
direct connection with each other. 

The instances of agreement in error between % and ¢ alone are these: 
113 dworéure. ch] dromwéppe. 118 os 6, ash] ds 134 Oéwp’] Oéwpos, 
om. 762 6x’ 6, 6x’ A] dxn’,dxx’ = 789 ara ¢, airy A] airis 876 pal 
épa sg 6 om. y = 40. Tero ein] weroifoin §~=—Q 96s or uiwy] ouKidwr, 
ovkidioy 1000 Tas] Tovs 1031 Kopicwpey] Kopicwwar 1137 éuav- 
tov] éuaurg@ (vs. om. in ATE) 1182 KopumaAaxvOov!| KopzrodaKtGou 
1201 Kavaripavoadwrov | Kérysavdadwrov ;1 also several errors of ¢, 
involved in the metrical readings of 4 (see p. 182 f.). In pw’ éxépere 
(1224) we probably have a correct reading due to c&. It is interest- 
ing to observe also that the assignments of verses in these two families 
are essentially the same.” 

Between B and ¢ there is exclusive agreement in only these trivial 
errors: 1 om. 6) (but so [Mg at first) 444 oximadAtow] cxpadricw 
729 abyvas] aOdvois; compare also 662 kal ¢, xdv B] Kod. 

It is between B and Z that there seems at first to be the closest con- 
nection ; more than seventy-five readings are found in these two families 
alone.- Most of these are metrical changes, to be discussed a little 
later (p. 181 f.). But there are also others, of which the more important 
follow: 233 éri AB] én 358 roimignvoy (tov wigyvov h)] érigyvov 
385 otpépes rexvdla] orpepe (otpépew c) rexvalers 621 xatapéw | 

1 Of no significance are two or three errors like the omission of mu} in 619, 
whereby the reading of 4 becomes unmetrical. 

2 Notwithstanding the frequent omission either in ¢ or in & of the indications of 
speaker, there are at least a score of instances of faulty assignment seen in these 
alone. In vs. 395-402, ¢g., KHIZOGON is found only in cz; in several passages 
the assignment between two speakers is reversed: 105-108 KH. and AL interchanged 
(the only occurrence of MIP. in any manuscript is in vs. 108, where RB give it), 


781 ME. and Al., 1100-1102 AA. and Al. There are also various scattering changes, 
such as 156 KH. ch] @E. 801 ME.] AI. 802 ME.] AI. 


180 Earnest Cary 


tapég 627 Tovs dvaraicrous | rois dvaratcros 738 paxava] pnxara 
766 maxetar cal Kadal] raxela cal kaAd 770 OaaOat| Oacbe 816 épuy 
*umohate (épuy éumodate 2) ] epp’ éurodate. 

There are also several readings peculiar to ¢, 4, and B: 153 yévos 
ChB] vos 392 evde£erau] eiodéSeran ©5520 eldev] idorev §=— 672 pedrrov- 
ow] partwow = 45 knrectey (So T2?)) xiyrect’, karrevt’, etc. 788 rpé- 
ev] tpadev g1t OyBabev] OeiBabev 976 Ta] ral, 7H’ and a few 
involved in the metrical changes of AB. 

It appears, then, that there is no connection between B and ¢ except 
through some ancestor of 4, with which B has otherwise so much in com- 
mon. Now B cannot be directly descended from a Ms. of the 4-type, 
because of its avoidance of the errors just seen to be peculiar to ch; 
and that 2 goes back to a Ms. of the B-type is equally out of the question. 
Our only conclusion can be that an archetype of B was extensively cor- 
rected from an ancestor of 4. This archetype of B, as originally written, 
will be styled 4’,? while /’ will be used to denote the prototype of #, and 
¢ the common archetype of ¢ and &. 

For the determination of the connection between a@ and the families 
just considered the evidence is rather unsatisfactory. The instances of 
exclusive agreement in error between @ and one or two of these tradi- 
tions are as follows: (1) Errors peculiar to ac.—66 épovra ac] oé& 
povras 418 om. & 428 add ywdAds at end 486 Kata] xara 
555 tovde tov] tov de 767 vai wa] val, vy 862 Oeiabey] OnBabev 
887 om. dé 980 71d] Tov 986 woAdG] odd 1073 i€uBis (Ac 
and probably TE)] tévarc? = 1152 xaxds 8] xaxds. Cf 115 émévevoey 
(évévevcey A, Exvevoev ¢) ac] érévevoav. (2) Errors peculiar to ah. — 
None. (3) Errors peculiar to aB.— 865 xpocérray aB] rpocértav 
984 mpocKadovpévous] mpo(o)kakoupévov 1049 Ta Kpéa] Kpéa 1083, 
1084 transposed 1099 Oovpoiras(?) a, Ovpoitas B] Oupitas 1160 ai- 
Tod AaBeiv] AaBeiv aitrov.2 (4) Lrrors peculiar to ach.—134 Oéu- 





1 The omission of rhyv (647) in chB must be a pure coincidence, as the verse is 
thereby rendered unmetrical. 

2 That at least one MS. (4) intervened between B and #’ is indicated by the fact 
that only two of the many corrections made by the original scribe of B involve a 
metrical change. 

8 The original omission in B of vs. 1107, 1119, 1135, 1137-1138, 1142, wanting 
also in a, can hardly be of significance; for in view of the extensive corrections 
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pos (Géwp’ ch) added at end of verse ach] om. 932 wWodH] podet 
1131 Kedevw] KeAedwy. (5-6) Errors peculiar to acB or ahB. — None. 
The most noteworthy feature of this showing is that ¢ and 4, while 
constituting one family, as we have just seen, nevertheless comport 
themselves differently toward a. The explanation, however, is not far 
to seek. As will presently be seen, 2 has undergone an extensive metri- 
cal revision; and it is to be observed that two-thirds of the readings 
peculiar to a¢ violate the metre, while the other four were such as to 
invite correction. ‘There is no reason, then, for doubting that these 
readings of ac were all in c. Were they wanting in J’? This is a 
question which admits of no positive answer, inasmuch as the reading 
of B is the same in each instance as that of #, and may well therefore 
have replaced the reading of 4/1 The errors peculiar to aB and to 
ach are neither numerous nor serious enough to establish a presumption 
either way. It must remain doubtful, therefore, whether @ is to be con- 
nected any more closely with ¢ than with J’. 


Metrical Recension of hB 


Reference has already been made in the appropriate places to the 
considerable body of metrical corrections found in 4 or B, commonly in 
both. It has seemed best to treat them all together at this point after 
the essential traditions of the manuscripts reporting them should first 
have been determined. I arrange them in separate lists, according as 
they appear in both / and B, or in one of these families only : 

(1) Metrical corrections found in both and B.—(a) Additions: 
18 ye 158 dv 222 dvtas 283 av 295 ab 298 89? 325 ye8 
338 yap 392 ay 502 xai* 731 y¥ 754 ddd yap 768 8% 
‘ote (SHott B, Séort h) 772 vw 819 ¥ 945 YE 1017 ye 


1202 viv 1205 & 1207 & 1210 viv. (6) Omissions: 62 ds® 


introduced into 4 from the 4-tradition, it is highly improbable that these verses 
should have been overlooked. The error was clearly due in every instance to 
homoeoteleuton. 

1 Cf. 62 yap ds ac, yap AB] yo R,’yb T2E? 230 dir’ (dre AB) euwaya achB] 
dvrepmaya R(T? ?). 

2 With the exception of R, which reads o¢ you, all the other Mss. omit pou. 

3 RA have vurt, the others viv. 

4 R only has ye after viv. 

5 yap ws is read by ATEc, ym by RIE3, 
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y8 re 142 ¥ 218 dy (second) 292 viv 302 é 342 madw 
541 kat 682 6 767 pa.’ (¢) Transpositions: 61 of rapa Bact- 
héws tpéoBes AB] of wpécBes of Tapa Bacitéwos 159 Spaypas dvo0 (Stw 
A, and B at first) ris] tis Spaxpas dv0, Tis Svo Spaxyas R 178 cot 
piv dedp’ eyo (Sedpo *yo Vp2)] eyo pe cor dedpo, eyo pev dedpo oo R 
340 AapvaxiSioy wpoddo’ obdérore| AapKidioy (Aapvakidioy ¢) od mpoddcw 
moré 462 rouri povov] pdvoy rouri (rodic) 803 adrds dv] ay airds 
1132 Sedpo wat] wai detpo and perhaps 569 «ir éori ris] ei ré tus 
éotl. (d@) Changes in single words: 98 ékzeuwe] treupe T2c, drérep- 
We(v) 275 Kataytyapric’ (karayryapoic’ B)] xatayvyapricat 291 fra} 
frevra = - 294 dxovoop (dxotcopna: B)] dxovcouey 295 o] ce 301 ois} 
Tow 302 or] more 342 Bédos] eidos 359 Opal] Oipate 
376 Wndydaxeiv] Yydodaxeiv, Yydw Saxeiy 408 exxveAyOyr’] éxxvndap- 
Onre Re, exxcuxdjore ti 442 bs] doris, dott = 516 dr] dru 568 gir’} 
pire 571 tcxouar] zxouor 751 alel] det 769 dS] d8e 830 dAd’] 
GAAG «1170 weAcObv] o7eAcHoy; and probably also for metrical rea- 
sons 85 GAous] drrovs (but yp. kat Gdovs TVb1EMg) 134 de] 682 
230 dre éumayd] ar éunaya, dvreuway = 271 éotw] for 728 TH 
dyopa. (st. 7H "yopa)] rayopa 784 ti] vai ¢, od. (¢) Various, accord- 
ing to tradition assumed as basis of metrical recension: 296 zpiv dv 
dxovonté y'] mpiv y dv adxotonte, wpiv av y axobonte, mpiv y axovont 
362 1d00s yap avy pe] 7dO0s yap mévy euéye 6, Tdvy yap éuéye 7dG0s 
405 Siror’] wor ¢, wwmor = 448 al (kat rot 2)] om. ¢, ye 608 dy 
(so C)]om., di R720 rotor] om., mao R, elme ¢ 737 buewr empi- 
ato] tpas émpiato ¢, iué Ka mpiaro 754 ya] om. ¢, éyav, eyo. 

(2) Metrical changes inh only. — 791 kav xvoavOA (xpdav 65 H) y ev] 
kavaxvoavOy 808 xorpi’] xoupia 832 woAAd ye] ToAAG =: 867 ay 
yly QII roivw y'] roivw 943 éotw] gor 991 éue] Cue re 
997 Spxov"] KAdSov = 1019 Kaxodaipwv ye] Kaxodaipwv 1023 wobey 
y] robev 1040 Kardxee] Kardxer ¢, Kardxer od 1050 Towy doris 
wep] ye (om. 6) mov doris 1066 dAradé ye] Grade, ddrcupérw 
1101 campod Sehpo por] rat campod Sebpo ¢, Seipo rat carpod = —- 1102 be 
8% od wai] $y ob mat c, ob Sy wat §=1153. av xX ddécerev] 8 drdcerev , 
(8) eforéreev 1158 dmédvo'] déréducev, dwékucav 1186 ov y'] ov 





1 R reads vh, the rest vat pa. 
2 Possibly nothing more than a gloss. 
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117Q TaAtvvopov éxexoxktorev] maAtvop(p)ov, and éxexoxkue ¢, eEexdxnice(v) 
1197 ye Tals éuaior (€uaiow Vp2) rixais| rats guais tuxaucw = =1201 Kava- 
miavdadwrov dy] kévaripavdadwrov ¢, Kérimavdalurév 1202 éxrézuxd. 
ye*] éxréroxa 1212 iid] im 1215, 1217 wpoodAdBeoGé w (soc in 
1215)] tpocAdBeoO(e) and probably 838, 848, 855 rij dyopa (se. TH 
"yopG.) | tayopa, éyopa (855). 

(3) Metrical changes in B only.—162 ¥ 6] & 437 éeradzrep y'] 
érerOnmrep 623 yel ye wal 841 ye xaGedeirat] KaGedetroe 847 oe 


katarhyjoe] dvardyoe 946 yé cot] coe =. 54 10 8) EwduuTre Trav 
tvAav] tardxurre trav today & (idav R) 1196 <i] dy ci, dy, yap 


1230 viv y] viv and probably 20 #dct] airni; also a few in- 
stances of the addition of v-movable (189, 626, 642).? 

(4) h and B corrected differently. — 824 oi8 d&yopavopor h, & é&yopave- 
pot B] éyopayduot 869 Kai ra dvOea h, TavOeu B] rave T194- 
1195 ov aiaxréy dv oluwxrdv dv yévouro por h, odv aiaxrdv oiwwxrdv yévour’ 
dy pou B] aiaxréy oipwxrdv av yévorrd pou 

Of the readings peculiar to 4, several, it will have been observed, 
clearly presuppose the error now seen elsewhere only in¢: 1040 om. 
od 1050 om. ye 102 dSyodmat 1153 drAcoeey TI7ZQ exeKdK- 
kive, and perhaps 1215 zpoocAdBeodé uw’, while some disturbed order 
such as that of ¢ is certainly responsible for the correction in 1101; the 
changes in 1019 and 1066 are based on errors (cavrov and dAede) found 
in ¢ and one or two other mss. In view of the obvious connection, then, 
between 4 and ¢ we may assign here without hesitation 976 yé 4] om. 
6, 89. 

The metrical changes of B, on the contrary, afford no more definite 
clue to the nature of the underlying tradition than to show that it was 
not that of R.8 But this we already knew.‘ 

Of the corrections found in both 4 and B half a dozen are based on 
the reading of ¢ alone: 340 Aapvaxidiov 362 dOos yap wavy euéye 


1 This in addition to the insertion of vév before rp&ros, shared with B. 

2 For the sake of completeness I add a few peculiar readings of B which might 
possibly be thought to belong here: 336 6’ Acca (but preceded by @pa) B] roy 
fica, 458 om. wot (uh GAAd counted as three syllables?) 657 Sworelvwy] imo- 
throv 739 Supe] due, dues, Suds 922 Sdpopdas. 

5 The elaborate change in 954 would have been utterly groundless had ‘dy (R) 
stood in the archetype. 

4 See p. 159 f. 
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405 wor 448 om. ye 737 émpiatro 754 om. éyov! perhaps also 
784 vai. <A few others are based on readings shared by ¢ with one or 
another of the older mss.: 98 émreuwe [2c 408 éxxuxAnOy7. Re 
7172 Ovpariday AE2c; elsewhere the reading underlying the metrical 
revision is common to ¢ and nearly all the older mss. 

The bearing of this evidence upon the question of the relationship 
sustained by % to ¢ has already been anticipated in large part (p. 179) ; 
on the other hand, the lack of any essential connection between B and ¢ 
is now further emphasized. It is probable, therefore, that to the list of 
readings borrowed by J’ on other than metrical grounds (see p. 179 f.) 
we should add those in the succeeding list common to ¢, #, and B; for 
it is hardly to be supposed that in many, if any, of these verses the same 
error had been developed in 4! as in c’. The few metrical changes 
peculiar to B can be explained most simply on the supposition that 
they were manufactured in imitation of those found in the ms. of the 
A-tradition. 

If I am right in believing that the sole ms. source of 4! was c’, it natu- 
rally follows that none of the metrical emendations peculiar to # or AB can 
rest on anything more authoritative than the conjectural skill of some 
late metrician, except as the scholia (with which ¢c’ presumably was pro- 
vided) may have offered suggestions. The readings of # and 4B which 
have been looked upon with more or less favor by editors are the fol- 
lowing: (1) 997 dpxov A] kkddov = 1212 win) id; (2) 222 yépor- 
tas dvras AB] yépovtas 338 <dAAG yap?] GAAA =—- 3.76 Wbydaxety] Yy- 
podaxelv, Widw Saxetv 768 8 are xoipos] xoipos, xotpos 75e R. In vs. 
291-292 the reading oreodpevos celta Svvacae mpos eu droBAérew (4B), 
in place of cmemdpevos erecta Sivacae viv mpds eu’ drodérev of the 
other Mss., is manifestly due to the statement of the scholiast on vs. 300, 


&s obv avw 70 viv TepiTTEveL, KTE. 
CorRECTING Hanps 


The mss. which have been corrected extensively from a second tradi- 
tion are T, E, and B®; in I we see yet a third tradition represented by 


1 Following this word c read ruvd6ev, R rnvadev, the rest rnvdOev. 

2 Perhaps the lemma of the scholium. 

3 The few corrections entered in R by a second hand are insufficient to shed any 
light upon the nature of the tradition followed by the corrector. In Vp2 about a 
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a score of corrections in a late hand. I now proceed to examine the 
readings of these correcting hands, in order to determine as precisely 
as possible the nature of the traditions involved. 


T2_E2 


In virtually every place where both T and E have been corrected, it 
has been to the same reading’; so that we have here to deal with but 
a single tradition. A goodly number of these corrected readings appear 
nowhere else; such are: 105 ofjor por L2E2] ofuor 303 dy dxov- 
cope] dxodcoua. 376 Wydw daxely] Yypodaxety, Yypydaxety 582 por] 
pov 664. Aakxoxatardywv] Aakat(r)arvywr, KataTiywy 754 ero- 
pevdpny] ewropevdpay 762 écBareire] éoBdrnre 775 jypevar] eipe- 
vat 778 atyas| ovyis 782 xviortos] Kto6os 788 xpos] xotpos 
796 om. av = 830 _ xompidia] youpide 889 oxdpacbe 82] oxépacbe 
987 tpav] judy 1036 roty Bodiow] Bowdiow 1106 arOixdv] EavOdv 
and probably 2 pe] de? 

The closest agreement between T2E? and our extant mss. is with R 
and B. The significant examples follow: (1) 62 “yo T2E2, yo R] yap 
as, yap 381 KdmAuver| KdrérAvvey 485 émjvec’ dye] eryverd ye 
772 Ovpnridav T2E2, Oupnrisay R] Ovparidav, etc. gtr deis] evs 
1032 Tod werrddov (the original reading of B)] robs mitrddov 1232 ére- 
yoperOa T2E2, ecroyduerda R] épopue(c)Oa. (2) 795 ravde T2E2B] 
Tavd<® 933 Te] te 965 tpi] tpeis 988 ais ydpor] xdpuor 
1066 drgahérw] dre, dAapé ye 1202 xda] xoa.4 With the other 
Mss. there are no cases of agreement of any significance. 

These lists can each be paralleled from the frequent corrections 





dozen corrections have been entered on the first two hundred verses by a second 
hand, which also wrote the few scholia at the beginning of the play; they do not 
point clearly to any tradition otherwise known. 

1 The only exceptions I have discovered are 739 bué F?, 5ud(o) E?] Sue T, om. E 
898 twya F?B%, idya E2] idye 1052 orparetyr’ 1, orparedorr’ E2] orparetnrar 
In the case of the first the o in E is clearly a subsequent addition ; it is not joined 
to «in a ligature. The second is trivial; and in the third I? has simply failed to 
make the change thorough-going. 

2 There are also several instances of peculiar verse-division. 

3 Followed by tév F2E2RB] ray. 

* The case of 798 xv &vev T?E2B] xévev hardly belongs here, inasmuch as the 
reading of B goes back presumably to 4’ (corrupted in & to kal &veuv), not to d!, 
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made in I’ alone. Thus we have a number of unique readings: 98 Ba- 
otred T2] BaorActs 256 dpOptos] dpOpos 296 zpiv dv ¥ dxovonte] 
mpiv y (av) dxovonre, amply dy dxovonré y 379 om. pw 592 war 
Anas] drepwirnoas 601 ols (sé. ofos)] ofovs 635, 636 transposed 
687 éréwy(?) | érar, irrwy 691 pe xpyv] pw expay 814 Tov] 7d 
832 piv] per, ply = 890. rooupévnv ere] eret roGouperyy sg to. ep] 
éud 1022, 1023 transposed.’ I? agrees (1) with R alone: 259 odév 
T2R] cpdiv 314 om. av 5510 Kadrtois| kairos 535 veyapijs | peya- 
pets 540 expqv] xpiv, “xpyv 976 érrépwrai (R2)] ral, ra, etc. 
1130 &8dndos] eddyros”; (2) with B alone: 836 mpovBaive. T2B] zpo- 
Batver 862 tpets| tues gto éoriv] éori 922 tSpopdas] ‘dpop- 
poas =. gt Evvaydyy] ~waydyo. 995 éAdow T2, aAdow B] éAdoas 
1097 found only in T2B*; (3) with ¢ alone: 98 éreppe T2c] dwéreupe, 
exreue 722 «odcv| rwAcv goo éc6"] éor’, &r’. 

Of the corrections entered in E alone I note: (1) 284 ovverpipere 
E2] ovvtpiere 522 Kamempar’| Kxémérpax?, Karémpal’, kai wémpar 
759 map éué] rapa pé, wap dpe 796 épurerappévwr] ewremappeévov 
930 otros] ovrws 1144 epxnoOov] epxecPov = 1158 Keyeryy] Kener 5 
(2) 202 dé E?R] adéo; (3) 134 om. E?RB] Géwp(os). 

To sum up our evidence bearing on the tradition of the lost ms. 
(which may be termed ¢), we find three dozen readings not otherwise 
known, only four or five of which are good readings (296, 376, 522, 
601; and 775?). Of the fifteen readings shared with R alone five at 
least are errors (259, 314, 772, 1032, 1232, and perhaps 540); of the 
thirteen recurring only in B eight or nine are of no value (795, 836, 362, 
910, 922, 988, 991, 995, and perhaps 933). These errors shared with 
R or Bare all very trivial taken singly, and it is doubtful whether even 
nine of them could justly be regarded as arguing any connection between 
¢ and B; while if e was more closely connected with R than with the 
common archetype of our other mss. it is certainly strange that no more 
of the good readings peculiar to R should have been found and appre- 
ciated by the correctors of I and E. On the other hand, the larger 


1 Pertinent here perhaps is also 341 robs AlOous viv wor XaudCe mperov ekepdoare] 
Toye ATX. ET, To me A. X. me. Vet this correction may not be by Fr. 

2 Perhaps also 230 dvreuraya] dr’ éumayd. 

8 Possibly a few others such as 1150 wexd8os] paxddos 1158 rpawé{ns] rpare(n. 
But these look much more like the corrections of 3, 
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part of the errors peculiar to a or to ach (see p. 180 f.) have been cor- 
rected in at least one of the two mMss.; the exceptions are the errors 
seen in vs. 418, 428, 767,— three out of a total of fifteen. Of the 
six errors peculiar to @B those of vs. 865, 984, 1049, and 1160 were not 
corrected ; but none of these were obvious errors, and might easily be 
overlooked. We conclude, then, that ¢ and the archetype of ac!d! were 
independent representatives of one great family, distinct from the tradi- 
tion of R. 
T3 

This is the same late hand which has entered in the margins of many 
of the folia of the Acharnenses frequent catch-words referring to the 
adjacent scholia, and is the hand likewise to which is due the enumera- 
tion of the folia of each play, as ay a, ax 8, etc. It is not in all cases 
easy to distinguish between the corrections of this hand and those of 
the one just considered, particularly where only a letter or two or an 
accent has been changed. The changes which may be assigned unhesi- 
tatingly to T3 are these: 5 dyad TS] éys 8 T Il dveire] dvetr’ 
18 xovias ye] xovias T2, xomas T 72 érahéw] erapéw 78 xarada- 
yev] Karapvyetv te 79 Aevxacrds] Aakacrds 115 dvdpes] dvdpa 
158 dmordébpwxey ay] doTeOpwxev 342 Bédos (later crossed)] &ipos 
419 Svororpos] Svororos 483 -ypaupy] youn 796 és] om. T?, dy 
T? 868 guvoarvres] pioavres T2, puodvres T 1014 broakddeve | 
brorKkdAave 1080 roAeuoAapaxaixdy] odeuodayxaixov 1156 ézi- 
Soe] éridour. Very probably due to F3 are: 2 8 (so T)] pe T2 
1150 wpexddos] waxddos 1155 déAvoev] drélvoov 1158 tparélys] 
tparéln. Of these readings five are found elsewhere only in B : 5 (dy 
68), 79, 796, 1150, 1158; four or five occur only in B and Vp2tl: 
18, 78 (omission of re), 158 (addition of dv), 342, and perhaps 868 
(Vp3C have gvodvres). The rest all occur in B and several others. 
It is evident, then, that these corrections have all been taken from B} 
or an archetype of B; that B itself was the source will appear in the 
next section. 

Not one of these readings appears in Vb1, although in several instances 
they are entered in such a manner that to overlook them would have 
been impossible. 


1 A is excluded as a possible source by its error in vs. 1080, moAcuopaxatixdy. 
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B2 

We have already seen that the readings of T3 are from a Ms. of the 
B-tradition, if not from B itself; I will now endeavor to show that bor- 
rowing took place in the opposite direction as well,—in other words, 
that I was the principal source of the entries of B?, whether variants or 
the abbreviations of speakers. ‘That this was the case is indicated not 
only by the readings themselves, but also externally by the apparent 
identity of the hands T3 and B2. 

If the evidence offered by the readings should seem somewhat meagre, 
we need only recall the close relationship holding between IT’ and the 
other descendants of a, particularly Vbi, in order to realize that we 
could not reasonably expect a list of a few score plausible readings 
chosen from I’ to include any considerable number not shared with 
some other ms. There is, in fact, but one reading of B? to be found else- 
where only in TI: 354 $<pov T2B2] dépwr, dépew R. Two more readings 
are shared with the copy of P: 689 rotr’ T2Vb1B2] xér 898 twya] 
iwya, iéye. In several instances a reading is found only in FVbr and 
either (1) A, or (2) EMgE2: (1) 69 ddourAavavres TVb1AB?)] ddourda- 
votes 82 6pav] dpww 522 KamwérpayS?] Kawérpat’, Karérpal’, Kat 
merpar B; (2) 346 orpdduyy: T2Vb1 E2MgE2B?] orpod = =—759 atzrep 
or almep] dmep, &mep 1199 Kvdwma (xvdwra B)] xvdova. Variants 
which B? could have obtained from any of the descendants of a, but net 
elsewhere, are: 143 dAn$as TVbtAEMgEz2B?] ddnOys 563 ovdev] ovde 
754 éeyav] éya, ya (B), om. The only readings of B? which are not to 
be found in T are these: 100 dzicova B?] dmiccova T', dricoouae B 
234 BadAnvase] waddyjvade TB 520 ciderey] Sore Ty cidey B 63.2 Kal 
vov (as alternative to wvi)] vwwiT, cai B 832 par(?)] wav T2, vey B 
914 dducnuevos} ddixeiuevos T, adixovpevos B 917 Opvadrdidas] Opva- 
Aidas TB 927 épy] dépw 976 dua de (dé erased?)] duo. Of 
these, BadAjvade was to be found in the scholium of T, while @pvaAdidas 
had just occurred in 916 in both I and B; the spellings dwicova and 
eiSetey are pretty certainly errors of the copyist. The rest are unique, 
unless we except dducijpevos (adixnuevos R, ddixnyevos HVp2Vp3C), which 
was probably based on the form found in I'; whether the variants on 
632, 832, 927, and 976 were taken from a Ms. now lost, or were invented 


1 The evident intent of B?, who has written x6’ over -7’ of xa) wémpar’. 
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by the corrector of B, cannot be determined with certainty, although the 
latter assumption would seem the more probable. 

In the matter of the assignments of verses the evidence is somewhat 
meagre, it must be admitted; yet I believe there are no differences 
between IT’ and B? which cannot easily be explained on the assump- 
tion of a little originality on the part of the corrector. TI’, for instance, 
has none of the assignments for vs. 395-446; but with a very few 
exceptions these were easily to be supplied. And that either our cor- 
rector or some predecessor was guessing part of the time is sufficiently 
clear from his assignment of 395°, 396, 397°, 402”, and 434 to ITAIS 
(found in no other ms.), also of 1135-1139 to AT., AA., AIL. AA., AT. 
respectively (1135, 1137-1138 omitted in ATE).! In a very few other 
instances B? supplies single assignments carelessly omitted in IT, or 
omits those occurring in I’; there is actual contradiction only twice: 
54 IPYTANIS (changed from K) B?] KH. 108 _-IIP. (so R)] KH. 
On the other hand, a few assignments of B? occur elsewhere only in T 
and its copy, or in I and E with their copies: (1) 104 WEYAAP! B, 
WEYAAP! T'Vbr] VEY, VEYAAP, etc, om. 1048 TIA/NY (2) B? 
iin, —T, WNY, “~ Vbr] (@EPATON H) TMAPANYM®O3, om.; (2) 
165° OE. [Vb1EMgEz2B?] om.,— A 208 HMIX.]om. 209 HMIX.] 
XO..0m. 956 AI.] om. 1209 AI.] AA.,— RA. 

In view of the nature of the evidence just examined, I may be per- 
mitted to introduce by way of corroboration the evidence afforded by 
the Aves. There I discover these readings of B? now found elsewhere 
only in T or in TU?: (1) Av. 645 dpiibev B2, Opinbev® T] Opader B, 
kpabev, Opinbev 933 omAdda] oroddda*; (2) 681 ddiv TUB?] 
Hdtv, 853-854 cepva cepva] cepvai 1065, adéavopevov] adfavdueva 
1066 épelopevor (T2)] efeCoueva 1301 Hv rou] drov. The text of T 
accounts for all the variants of B? except the following: 121 «dépov B2] 


1 Similarly 1083 and 1084 are given by B2 to AI. and AA. respectively because 
1084 precedes (in I’ the correct order has been restored and the assignments 
reversed) ; 137 and 138 are properly given to AI. and @E. (137 omitted in I, 1 38 
assigned to AI). 

2 In the Aves U (Cod. Vaticano-Urbinas 141) associates itself rather closely with 
I, although by no means a copy of the latter. E and A follow distinct traditions. 


«a 
8 Later corrected thus: O@plwéev. 
* CE. 303 véwros(?) B3, véoros P. 
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evepov 593 xpvoa] xpyord 1412 tavvoirrepa| tavucirrepe 1496 évos 
over cuyxaduppos (sc. cvyKexaAvppevos)] cvykaduppds 1498 dpa] dpa 
1615 PaBaxarpet] vaBacarped. Of these variants those in 121 and 
1412 could have been taken from the scholia in I, likewise that in 1496 
from the interlinear note over 1494, ending with ovyxexaAuppeévos ; dpa 
in 1498 is explained by the gloss of T2, dvri rod wota dpa. Only ren- 
oimrepou (141 2) and cvyKexaAvppévos (1496) occur in the text of any of 
our Mss., the former in E and its copies, the latter in M8. The source 
of the other two readings, ypuoa and BaBaxarped must remain uncertain ; 
the latter occurs in Suidas, and we may compare Bafai carped of M8.! 
The assignment of verses in B? differs from that of T in twenty places 
in the Aves. In nine of these the corrector of B has simply overlooked 
the entry of I, there being no intentional change; thrice an obvious 
omission of I’ is supplied. In 646 and 647 OI AYO of LT has been 
changed to TIEI., in 648 AN@POQ H EIOW to TEI. , 656 AN@P to EY., 
in 1693 ILOSEIAQN to IIEI.; the other differences are trivial. The 
following assignments are peculiar to T and B?: 158 TEI. PB?] EY., om. 
274° EY.] TEL,om. 3597 EY.]om. 359° TIEI.]om. 511 EY. 
H XO.] EIL., XO.,0om. 1170 ETEPOS AIT.] ATT. 1329 KHP.] 
TEL, om. 1720 om.] XO.,HMIX. To which should be added 
two agreements between TB? and U?: 228 AHAQN TUB?) om. 
1328 om.] XO. Peculiar to T and B? are also the metrical directions, 
1058 dvrwdy yrouorpopy and 1088 6d) Aro dvructpopy® 


SuIDAS 


It remains finally to determine the position of Suidas with respect to 
the fundamental traditions now recognized. I observe, then, in the first 
place, that the instances of agreement in error between Suidas and any 
one of the traditions represented by our Mss. are so rare as to be clearly 


1 In the Aves there was not the same reciprocal borrowing on the part of I as in 
the Ack. The only instance apparently of a correction entered by Fr’ (presumably 
from B) is the addition of vs. 115 in the margin. 

2 Indications of speaker occur in U in a very few places where the scribe mis- 
took them for part of the text; before 1325, which in U is on the same line as 1324, 
no space has been left to indicate a change in speaker. 

8 At vs. 769, however, B? emended dvrwdh 4 nal orpoph (orpwph T) of TE to 
dyrwdh Kal dvtiaTpoph. 
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fortuitous.’ Furthermore, Suidas has several good readings not to be 
found in any of our Mss.: 119 éfupnueve S| edevpnpéve MSS. 158 diro- 
teOpiaxer] drordbpaxey, aroTeéOpwxey 441 Somep*| doen 81 ciAty- 
yd] pruyy@(?) R, Deyo 657 obd . . . 088'] ot . . . otr’ (od8 R), 
perhaps also 391 GAd’] cfr = 981 ~rdpowos] wapoines. Cf. 772 Oupe 
tidwv | Oupyridav, Ovpariday, etc. A few other good readings are shared 
by but one or two of our Mss.: 230 dyteuray R(T2?)S] dr éuraya, 
etc. 608 det RS]om., 75y 671 Kukdor S, dvaxukdot R] dvaxvkAGor 
846 o RS] om. 657 ‘troreivwy BS] trorivur, etc. QOl epe AS] 
euete 354 epov T2B2S] pépww 5510 atrots S, xatrots RT2] xadrés 
1160 AaBeiv aitod RchS] adrod AaBeiv. Cf. 973 olov exer orewrdpe- 
vos S, of yee orerdpevos T2EB, oreicdpevos of exer R] oreodpevos. 
Was the ms. used by Suidas the archetype of any of our mss.? The 
evidence against such a relationship is rather slight, it must be admitted, 
chiefly owing to the very small number of errors peculiar to the lexi- 
cographer which can be confidently attributed to his manuscript source. 
Perhaps the most certain instances are 301 om. ror’ (5s.vv. kataTepa, 
katripara) and 351 émeridnoev® (s.vv. éreridnoev, Adpkos, papidn).* 
Two others occurring only in B (and YT) of our Mss. are = 1150 Wexa- 
dos and = 1158 rpardlys (s.vv. tevOides, Wexds, etc.).® That R was 
not descended from this ms. of Suidas is further indicated by the errors 
ofos (321) and Aéyew (496) common to Suidas and the other mss., 
where R reads ofoy and Aéye. Few as these significant errors of Suidas 
are, they would seem to be sufficient, nevertheless, to show that his Ms. 
did not lie directly back of any of ours. That it was, however, derived 
eventually from the same corrupt archetype is made clear by the pres- 


1 The more important are these: 144 %ypadov ABS] éypad’ 181 papabwvopd- 
xo ATS] papadwvoudxa: (I?) = 405 wor’ cS] wdwor, d4wor’ = 463, owoyyl RES] 
apoyyle 762 &1)oBarcire T2E2S] éeoBdanre Irso Wexddos T3BS] paxddos 
1158 rpawé(ns [3BS] tpawé(y. Several of these errors may well have originated 
after Suidas’ time. 

2 S.v, elvas. 

® Blaydes is mistaken in attributing this reading to fr; that Ms. has éverlangev. 

4 Very doubtful are 35 dew S] dee MSS. 392 mpoodéterai] e(s)odéterau 
512 wapakexouméva] Kexouuéva, Siakexoupeva R 1086 xlorw] «lorny 1153 do- 
Agcetev] efoAgverev, 6A€oerev. Each of these occurs but once in Suidas. 

5 These are both very natural corruptions; the error in B evidently cannot go 
back to the common archetype of ac/é’. 
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ence in Suidas of the following errors common to all the extant Mss. : 
348 mapvdo(c).oe Mss. S] wapvyotoe 390 Ty] Tu’ 459 KvAioktov] 
KoTuAloktov 634 Adyouor] Adyous 813 Erepov] arepov 850 od 
prefixed to verse. 


The results which we have now reached regarding the various tradi- 
tions of the Acharnenses may be summed up in the following stemma : 





No attempt is made here to indicate with any precision the relative 
chronology of the lost archetypes. The few errors just seen to belong 
to « were nearly all due to deliberate emendation ; palaeographical 
considerations, therefore, offer.us no aid in this instance. But of the 
errors of y (cf. p. 159),—some of which may well have been in x, — 
a few clearly presuppose a minuscule archetype: 256 ijrrov for jrrous 
615 dwép foriz 1102 oy rai for dypod and perhaps 347 zavres 
for mdvrus 391 «fr for ddd’. None are more easily explained on the 
basis of uncial forms. At the earliest, then, y cannot have been written 
before the latter part of the ninth century, while a considerably later 
date is quite possible. There is in the Acharnenses, therefore, no direct 
evidence tending to disprove Zacher’s theory that the common arche- 
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type of all our mss. and Suidas was a variorum edition prepared near 
the beginning of the tenth century.’ 

For the textual critic the significance of the results set forth in this 
stemma requires little explanation. It will be seen, first, that for the 
comparatively few verses quoted by Suidas the united testimony of the 
Mss. should count as but a single unit against the authority of the lexi- 
cographer. Of the two main traditions represented by our Mss., both 
of them quite corrupt, that of R is inferior. For R, as we have already 
seen (p. 160), has some 160 peculiar errors, important and trivial, while 
those common to all the mss. of the other tradition amount to but 40; 
there were of course yet other errors in z, where the derived Mss. now 
show divergent readings, but such instances are not numerous enough 
to affect materially the ratio. The authority of R alone, then, is not 
equal to that of the other mss. combined ; but the support of any family 
of the other tradition is enough to turn the scales in R’s favor. IT and 
E are less corrupt than A simply because of the extensive correction 
they have undergone. Readings peculiar to Vp2H or to VpzHBA 
have not the authority of an unbroken tradition behind them; they can- 
not be traced back of 2’. Vbr1, Mg, E2, and A are of no importance 
beside their parent mss. ; while Rmr, as will be seen presently (p. 197 f.), 
has even less title to a place in the critical editions of the future. 


THE ALDINE EDITION 


61 of mpéoBes of rapa Bacrtéws RAP Ec? 
of rapa Bactrtéws tpéo Bes ABAId. 

296 GAN dvdcyer® &'yabot RchB 
GAN dvacxo? &’ya8ot A 
GAN avacxouG & yabot ZAld. 

340 Aapkidioy ob mpwdwow Tord RAZAI. 
Aapvakidiov od rpodwaw Tore ¢ 
AapvaktSiov rpodua’ obdérore AB 

1050 Kadds ye roLav dotis WV RATEB 
KadOs Tow dots Hy C 


1 Zacher, Handschriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien, in Jahrb. Sir class. 
Philol., Suppl. XVI, p. 736 ff. 

2 For convenience I shall use in this section 7=I'Vb1, = EMoEz, A= Vp2H, 
c= Vp3C, B= BA. 
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kadds trou doris rep qv hAld. 


1097 found only in J2BAld. 


The above examples are thoroughly typical of the complex tradition 
seen in the Aldine text of the Acharnenses. It is clear at once that 
at least two mss. must have been employed, one containing a metrical 
recension similar to that preserved in Vp2H, and another representing 
the old tradition. It will be in order first to identify, if possible, these 
two.mss., and we shall then be in a position to determine whether there 
is evidence for the use of yet a third source. 

(1) MMs. containing metrical recension. — That this Ms. was very inti- 
mately related to #4 will appear from the following considerations. Of 
the more than three score metrical corrections seen in ZB (p. 181 f.) Aldus 
has all but fifteen (62, 78, 98,’ 230, 295, 301, 302, 338, 340, 342, 376, 
568. 737, 784, 1205); of the two dozen changes peculiar to 4 (p. 182 f.) 
he has all but six? (855, and the absurdities of 1019, 1040, 1066, 1153, 
1179); in 824, 869, 1194-1195 (see p. 183) % is followed instead of B. 
Even where no considerations of metre are involved, readings peculiar to 
4 have been adopted in at least nine instances: 633 gaci AAld.] dyoiv, 


noi 790 Tavtod] TwITG, TwiTOd, Tod,TOd, etc. 798 soreédav] zo- 
retda, rortéa, Toedn, etc. 965 Addous] Adous 973 Treodpevov] 
oreodpevos, of eeu oTeapevos 998 dav édaidas] éAatdas dzray 


1032 KAate] KMGe, KAde = 1146 fpeyovee Ald., puyavre 2] frydv Kal, pryody 
kal 1196 yap] av,om.® Of readings peculiar to B, on the other hand, 
Aldus has only five: 448 xat] ye RAIZ, xai rod Z,0om.¢ 581 yap 
dv] yap 626 Adyourw] Adyorot 768 S Hori Ald., Shore B] 8 éori h, 
om. 1221 oKorodwia] oxoroBuis RI2he, vs. omitted in others. Two 
of these are quite trivial, while it is altogether probable that in 4’ and 
some of its descendants as well the metrical corrections xai (448) and 
61) ‘ore (768) had not as yet been corrupted. In such an archetype of & 
év may have stood over yap (581) as gloss. We must conclude, then, 


1 dwéupe in the Aldine is evidently a misprint for dméweuwe, not for freupe. 

2 In 1197 Aldus outdoes 2: ye tats guatow by roxas Ald.] ye tats duatow 
rixas h, Tais évais TUXaLoL. 

3 The assignments of several verses in the Aldine are based on 4: 253 MH. 
(whence also Ald. in 244) 2Ald.] om. 259 AI] om. 395> KH.] om., TAIZ 
434 @E.] om., TIAIS. 

£ For a few places where Aldus agrees with B and others against 4, see p. 196. 
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that an archetype of Vp2H, probably anterior to %, was the source used 
by Aldus for his metrical readings as well as for various others. 

(2) Ms. of the old tradition.—- Our problem here is to discover that 
one of the mss. R, A, T, Vb1, E, Mg, Ez, Vp3, C which shall account 
for the greatest number of Aldine readings not derivable from 4. That 
this search quickly narrows down to the E-group will appear from the 
following comparisons, in which are included only the more important 
instances of agreement between Aldus and two or three groups at the 
most:? 62. yo R22] yap as, yap 296 dvacyoud FL] dvacyecl’, 
dvdoxo 302 Katippata L] karriparto, katopparaé 337 om. tpets AL 
376 Yydw Saxciv F2H2] pypodaxeiv, Yypydaxetv 664 akoxaramvywv 
Ald., Aaxkxoxatariywv I'2E2] Aaxar(r)arbywv, katrariywv 762 éoBa- 
Acre [2E2] éoBddnre 775 npevas [2H2) cipevar 788 yxapos 
T2Z2] xotpos 879 mu«ridas EB] ruxridas 1025 womep AZ] dzep, 
drep, Gs 1066 drederw [2H2B] ddede, dreupe, Gree ye? These 
instances, I admit, are not at all numerous, largely owing to the generally 
close agreement between A, I, and £#. But they serve to point the 
way, and the application of the test we have already laid down confirms 
the correctness of this indication. In other words, the great majority 
of the Aldine readings not derivable from /# find a consistent explana- 
tion in E and its copies, as they do in no other of our mss. The only 
readings not accounted for by a combination of 4 and E (exclusive of 
those given on the preceding page) may be classified as follows : 

(1) Zypographical errors of Aldus.—-98 dréupe Ald.] daéreupe(v), 
éxeppe, Exreppe 99 WevdapodBa] WevdapraBa, WevdardpBa 101 sw7- 
xacd"| évvyxal? 109 pédyas] péyas 112 capweuaxdy] capdiavixov, 
capdaviaxdy 152 OM. VS. 322 Om. second ov] ovk, odS 363 do- 
vets] ppovets 416 AcAdEa] Ad~ar = 4.76 Tica ityoa ip’) tio airjooy 
493 Tavaria] tévavria 568 Adpex’] Aduay’ 577 KaKxoppbet] Kaxop- 
pode 591 om. yap 617 ekictwr] eicotw 626 perameiBew] pera- 
wee 655 mol] ror 670 om.dy 683 rovOopiovres] rovOoptLovres 
744 7rady] ra8i «757 wpaypaT] wpaypdrwy 807 duov]olov 848 6d] 
ov = 891 te’ | rex’ = Q03. om. “ore «= 15, dow] dpdow 1002 «TH 


1 It will be understood that the reading before the bracket is that of Aldus. 


2 Pertinent here is also 798 &y k&vev MgE2 Ald., Kevev E] w&vev, k&v Sev, rat 
&vev and probably 329 suey Ald., tuiy Z) jpiv. 
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aipdvos Ajperarro] Kryoipdvros Arperar 1022 om. 8 éretpiBewv] 
ererpiBynv 1064 door] dpdcoy 1069 Kay] kal 1225 daSoré] 
dmddoré 1228 om. & 1230 éyevvdda] yevvdda. Also various 
omissions of the abbreviations of speakers, as 296 AT. 297 XO. 
803 AI. srror AA.; cf. goo AOI.] BOL, om. 

(2) Emendations of Aldus, recurring in no extant Ms, — 241 woddav 
Ald.] woAAG Mss. 329 tudv] tuty Z,iiv 400 tpvywdiar (cf. schol.) ] 
tpaywdiay 623 Kat] ye Kal, ye 634 Adyous] Adyourt 655 adnonr ] 
adyoer, adja? 665 preyupdv] pAcyypa 737 Tpiauto] mpiaro, émpi- 
avo 75° Hope | HKopev, ikopev 772 Ovueridav] Guunrioay, Ouparidav 
793 TH Ppodizry] 7H adpodity 950 mpdBadd’] mpdcBarrX 976 7a8] 
vat 8, ro 8, ra 8, ete. 1012 iyr'] iyre «1086. ior) Kioryy 
1089 éoriv] éorl = 1112 piuapx] pivapKyy, uipuaxvy = L151 Tov arowy- 
tiv] wontyy §=«=1197 euatow ay rdxats] euats TUXaLoW, epatow Tyas. 

(3) Readings of Aldus in agreement with various Mss.—11 évei- 
wey RAT3B] dveim’, dvetrov H 200 xeAeiw? E2 (cf. schol.)] KeAevwv 
234 Baddrjvade B2 (cf. schol.)] radAjvade 354 depov T2B2] dépwv 
385 orpépe (lemma in E) RIB?] orpédas ZB, orpédn H 535. peyapijs 
RI] peyapets 632 droxpiverGar E2] dzroxpivacOa. 635 py AIB] 
pid, py 8& 729 peyapetow RB] peyapetot 782 drap ReB] airap 
810 dveAduoy (lemma in E) Ald., dveAdpav R] dvedduyy 849 Kexap~ 
pevov T2(?)] xexappevos 924 vyds AB] vijes, vps 1045 Kvicoyn AMgE2] 
kvion, Kvjon = 1097 T2B]om. vs. 1142 7a RcB] ydp & (vs. om. in 
ADE) 1221 oxoroduH B] cxoroBund (vs. om. in AZ). Probably 
due to carelessness are 214 gdatAw AFEE2] daiAAw goo eof 
2c] ear’, &v7’. 

Of the agreements in the last list, the only one that I can regard as 
at all significant is that seen in the case of vs. 1097. It is possible, of 
course, that this verse stood in the immediate archetype of 4; yet its 
absence in ¢ as well as # suggests that the error was as old as ¢’. 
Another possibility would be that the entire verse, or a considerable part 
of it, occurred as lemma to the scholium in the ms. of the 4-tradition 
employed by Aldus;. the important word yuAcdv is thus found in E. 
In any case it does not seem to me that we have here sufficient evi- 
dence for the use of a third ms. of the Acharnenses in the preparation 


1 Aldus assigns this verse to AM. 
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of the Aldine text, unless we are willing to assume that it was only rarely 
consulted. 

It remains to determine which ms. of the E-tradition was employed 
by Aldus. For the solution of this question we gain Jittle from a con- 
sideration of the text; all that can be said is that none of the readings 
peculiar to MgEz2 or to Ez alone are to be found in the Aldine. In 
the case of the scholia, however, both on the Acharnenses and the Aves,' 
the older Estensis is the only ms. of the three from which Musurus could 
have taken many of his notes. That this ms., moreover, actually belonged 
to Musurus has been shown recently by Zacher and Zuretti.? With the 
latter we recognize, then, in E an important source of the Aldine text 
and scholia, —in at least one play; with his further contention® that 
this Ms. was virtually the sole source of the Aldine for the six plays 
contained we cannot agree. 


Rm1 


The first impression given by this Ms. is rather unique. Containing 
as it does a number of surprises in the way of good readings to be seen 
in no other s., and yet showing in the main the same metrical recension 
as that of 4, it naturally causes one to think of a good early tradition with 
Byzantine ‘improvements.’ But, alas for such high hopes, a few com- 
parisons with the Aldine suffice to reveal the family history of our Ms. 
and dispel all illusions regarding a brilliant lineage! In other words, 
we have here to deal with nothing more than a copy of the Aldine, 
and a poor copy at that. 

The evidence for this statement may be briefly given as follows: Rmr 
agrees regularly with the Aldine in its readings, (1) from 4 or AB, both 
metrical (720, 731, 751, 754, 767, 768, 769, 772, 791, 803, 808, 819, 
824, 830, 832, 838, 848, 867, 869) * and others (790, 798)°; (2) from 
E (762, 775, 788, 879, to mention only those given above) *; (3) due 


1 The greater part of the readings peculiar to EMg given later (p. 203ff.), are 
found also in the Aldine; but owing to the frequent abbreviation of the scholia ia 
Mg many readings are peculiar to E and Aldus alone. 

2 See Zuretti, of. c#t., pp. 35, 39- 

8 Combated by Zacher (Jakresbericht, LX XI, 1892, p. 30 f.), on the basis of 
readings in Plut. 1-200. 

4 See above, p. 194; cf. 181 ff. 5 P. 194. 6 P. 195. 
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to emendation (737, 750, 772, 793, 810, 849, 924).! The only excep- 
tions are (1) 911, (3) 729, 782(?). Furthermore, Rmi has (4) the 
serious typographical errors of the Aldine in 807, 891, 9037; and, most 
noteworthy of all, (5) the metrical signs used by Aldus (the covonds after 
835, 859, and the paragraphus after 841, 847, 853),® as well as the 
metrical direction before 692: dvrwOt) cal dvtictpopy kwAwy 15! (dc Ald.).* 

Rm has a few errors not found in the Aldine or in any of the 
Mss.: 696 om.xat 697 dvdpa] dvdp 752 om. tiv 766 dv] al 
775 yelye 796 Hdiworov] addicrov 830 dmediSou] dwréSov 903, 748") 
Téde 8 921 eomréurrerey] eoreuperev, exmeupetey 924, 925 cedaryotr | 
cedayoivr’ also one or two accents. Of errors found in one or another 
of the mss. but avoided by Aldus, I discover in Rmr: 729 peyapedor 
APEchRm1 | peyapedow 732 euBare CRm1] éuBare 781 aur éort 
HRm1] atra’ovi, aird ors, etc. and a few accentual variants. 

Improvements on the Aldine text are to be seen occasionally in Rm1, 
consisting always of the most obvious changes: 744 radi Rmr] radi) 
Ald. 757 mpayudtwv| mpaypar 848 odd] 68 900 ear] fof 
915 ¢dpdow] ddcw. Add 803 AI.] om. goo BOI.] AOI Ina 
few instances we find the abbreviations of the Aldine expanded: 
729 METAPEYS Rmr] ME. Ald. 735, 780, 800 KOPAI] Ko. 
860 BOIQTOS ANHP] BOI. 910 NIKAPXO3] NI. 

It will be seen from the above that there is no reason for believing 
that the scribe of Rms had any other source before him than the Aldine 
edition.® The disappearance of the greater portion of this manuscript 
is not, therefore, exactly an irreparable loss. 

In the light of the result thus reached it is clear that Rm must date 
from the extreme end of the fifteenth century, if indeed it belongs to 
that century at all. The forms of the letters 6, x, p, s, and $ are essen- 
tially the same as those of B2 and T3. 

For the scholia and glosses of Rm1, see p, 200ff. 


1 P. 196. 2 P. 195. 

8 These were not retained in the Juntine editions of 1515 and 1525. 

4 None of the other Mss. contains this metrical note. 

5 Perhaps also 782 abrap ASEARmt1] drap, unless Rmr has changed adrap to 
ardp. 

6 That any subsequent edition should have been thus copied by hand is @ prior? 
highly improbable; and certain it is that Rmr is not quite so close to either of the 
first two Juntine editions as to the Aldine. 
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THE First JUNTINE 


Whatever evidence there may be in some plays of the use of a manu- 
script source by Junta for his first edition (1515), there is certainly no 
trace of anything of the sort in the 4charnenses. If we disregard mere 
accentual differences there are thirty-two variations from the Aldine 
text. Ten of these correct obvious errors, and cou/d have been secured 
from almost any one of our Mss.: 416 Aééu Junt. I] AcAdfau Ald. 
493 Ta’vavtia] ta "vatia 568 Adyay’] Aauex’ 626 perarreiber] pera- 
mweiOew 757 mpaypd.av] mpayput 807 oiov] duoy 1002 Anwerar] 
AjWerarro 1035 mo] zrov 1069 Kai] xey and goo BOI.] AOI. 
Of the twenty-two new errors of Junta I, three can be duplicated from 
our Mss.: 206 ovddaBeiv MgQE2H] évAdaBetv 628 tpayixois A] tpv- 
yixvis 933 Tvppopayes .Vp2H] zvpoppayés, etc.; the rest, with the 
exception of dAoyepov (665), are typographical errors ; ¢.g.: 236 yaAAwv] 
BirrAwy 260 kavydwpov 498 dOvvaicis 625 woddv 194 AA.] AM. 


THE SECOND JUNTINE 


The net contribution of the Juntine edition of 1525 toward the better- 
ment of the text of the Acharnenses is confined to the following two 
improvements upon the earlier editions: 577 Kaxoppofet Junt. II] xa- 
Koppbet Ald., cax:y Get Junt. I 803 dait] de Ald. Junt. I. As com- 
pared with the Aldine alone there are six other instances, already found 
in the first Juntine (493, 568, 757, 807, 1002, 1035). One or two of 
the errors peculiar to the first Juntine and four peculiar to the Aldine 
are retained, while some fifteen new errors appear for the first time. 


Our investigation of the various traditions of the Acharnenses is now 
complete, so far as regards the text. It is not my purpose in the present 
paper to deal with the problem of the scholia in its entirety. I have 
thought it worth while, however, to show that the ss. already seen to 
have no independent value for the text exhibit the same dependence 
upon their parent mss. in the scholia. A contains no scholia or 
glosses ; the four Mss. to be considered, then, are Vb1, Mg, Ez, and 
Rmt. 


1 But the metre was thereby violated, inasmuch as ada was not changed. 
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GLossts OF Vbr 


The 60 glosses on the Acharnenses offered by Vb1 bear out fully the 
theory that I’ was the sole source used. It is interesting to observe, in 
the first place, that every one of these glosses appears as an interlinear 
or, occasionally, an intramarginal note in I’; our scribe evidently had no 
mind to recast the scholia. In the case of 52 of these glosses of Vbi 
there is exact agreement with the form in I; while the variations in the 
remaining 8 are directly traceable to the ambiguous forms of letters in T. 
The instances of disagreement are these: 113 (Diib. 112, 26) trép Vbi | 
Snip T 135,34 tro] ind 358, 30-32 mepiidny] wepiddov = xwpixot'] 
xopixod (from xwpixod)  apfdv] tpiav 590 71d x<Acov éory ofyat (as 
text following 589) ] 76 réAeov éoriy ofvor (over 590, in second column, 
and seeming therefore to follow 589, which was later inserted by the 
corrector between 586 and 588 in the first column) 647 6 peéyas 
mepoav |] 6 wévas wepodv 703 dvrimoAtrevo'duevos | avriroArTevodevov 
750 «baydpa] év dyopa pArOomev] AAGouey 963,15 ws ava] doavel (ds 
Diib.). In 303 dv, added by 12 to the text, appears in Vbr as a gloss. 

I may note further at this point that the hypotheses to the Achar- 
nenses in Vbx are clearly derived from IT, notwithstanding the fact that 
Hyp. II — deprived of its appropriate caption — has been placed by the 
copyist before Hyp.I. ‘The list of ¢ramatis personae was added in Y by 
a corrector (2?) in the margin before Hyp. 1; in Vb it precedes the 
two hypotheses. In both mss. we find the list of characters arranged in 
the same unique order (AL, SY., KH., @HB., etc.), a confusion mani- 
festly due to the error of some scribe who read across the two columns 
of his list instead of downwards. 


ScHOLIA OF Mg 


1. Acharnenses. — At first glance the scholia to the Acharnenses in 
My might be thought to represent an entirely new tradition as compared 
with that of I-E on the one hand and that of R on the other. But a 
brief inspection shows that they are, in fact, simply an extensive rewrit- 
ing of the old scholia, similar to that seen in R and in the notes of 
Tzetzes as found in U.1 Just as in those redactions, we find here also 


1 Cf. Zacher, Handschriften und Classen der Aristophanesscholien, in Jahrb. f. 
class. Philol., Suppl. XVI, p. 583 ff.; J. W. White, Zzetzes’s Motes on the Aves 
in Codex Urbinas 141, in Harvard Studies, X11 (1901), pp. 69-108. 
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a goodly number of the old scholia, even several of the longer ones, 
preserved in full; more frequently a part only of the original scholium 
is retained. But commonly more serious changes are involved, varying 
all the way from the substitution of single words to the entire recasting 
of the note. The author of the present redaction manifests a particular 
interest in the metrical scholia, omitting no note of that description to 
be found in E, which is in this respect the most complete. 

As typical of the reduction of a scholium to one or more glosses, 
or to a combination of glosses and scholium, I cite the following: 
86 ovdeis Mg] Aciwee 7d oddeis: Gs Kal map dSunpw, xré. E} 
493 dv] Aciwer 7d dy: W F, els dv 697 ev] rete 75 ev: ev papabive 
938 (2) oveodavreiv, (5) qyowv havds* Napwryp] Kai él rod cvKoparreiv, 
76 paivew voeirar: Kal eri tod Touly pas: dia TodTo Kal Avyvodxov emrjyo- 
yev, Sv A€youey avdv 7 Aauwrypa. Also the following, where the long 
scholium in E is virtually identical with the form in Diibner: 246 aAard 
elSos wAakotvros = 888.2. ari Ty eyyeAvy ~— 13.4 (2) bros emi KoAaKela 
Kupwodeitat, (b) tov Opaxav Bacwrevs, (¢) Fw 8% 6 Béwpos trav dyay émidpKwv 
I (a) 76 84 Oavpactixdy éxpyoato dé ait&: Kai Povxvdidys ev Tpootpiw: 
kivqots atry yap 89 weylory: dvi rod cimely Kata Tov euavTod OV Kara Tiy 
€uavtov Kapdiay dyoi. Sédyypat qviayat: Sunpos Saxe Ppévas x70) pe uwvHos 
(E has rov éuavrot 6y* # for tiv euavtot Gwyv of Diibner, lines 34-35), 
(4) rodd& éri Oatpatos over doa, (¢c) 7d 89 ddpiotey TAROOS dpOuod 
o"/ over 59, (2) AcAvrnwar over Sédyypar, (€) Kara Over tiv épavrod, 
(J) tapscov raps riv xapdiay cwvictara: Ta Tod Oypod Kai Tis HSovys Over 
kapdiav. 

A few of the more striking instances of rewriting are these: 8, 12- 
13 &e pyot tov KAdwva KatadikacOAvar Kal yevérOar GEvov THs EAAdSos? 
21 dyopa onpaiver tpia 61 Bacireds 6 ad KAnp(ov) SeEdpevos tH 
BactActav tipavvos d¢ duvacteia xpynodpevos 69 odk amd Tod cKYVOwW 
oKVa GAG axd Tod oKYvéw oKHVG 233 cksGaor(?) oKdAOTaS mpd Tdv 
duredav mpyview oxddotas® iva GBata(?) elev 531, 11-13 mpds 70 


1 E is our best Ms. for the scholia on the Acharnenses ; it is much more complete 
than R, and avoids numerous corruptions of f. In general, the Aldine follows E 
very closely. 

2 It is understood that the note in E is essentially the same as that in Diibner, 
unless otherwise specified. 

3 Similar instances of careless repetition are to be seen elsewhere : 802 xa) rods 
loxvods trav dvOpdrwr isxvods Kadovaw 833 mpds thy Oériv: Tis A€ywv SéowoWwa 
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ddUprios Tatra yap épya eiot tod bids 687 (a) epevyras Adywv (E omits 
tov inl. 48) (6) dioods dvaywaoxerar cxavdaryOpirrds: # cKavddédryOpo. 
iords' oxavdddAnOpa pev ody Ta Térada Tov wayidwv Ta KopriAa: cKavda- 
AnOpisrat ot rovs mayiSas toravres (?) : — evraiba 88 7a Bdpy tov Adywv: 
To trepBarov, KTé 816 76 wAjpes . . . Tpayparevtixe: Bovddpevos 5é 
Setéau tov péyav Amov adrod A€éyer Gomwep érHAnoa Ta Tékva, iO obtus 
kal THY ywaika Kal THv pytépa TwrAnoayt 988 (Dib. 989), 33-36 3 
eipyvn' év yap 7H <ipjvy Kai ydpow- Kal ai Eoptal- Kal HdioTn xdpis éori. 
Also 977 (Diib. 989), 29-31 onpetoy tpudis dre mpd trav bupav rot zpr- 
yrod mpdxewra ta wrepa épvibwy Kal doTd doTaKGv Kal Tayovpwv* Kal T& 
toiatra Mg] oiov ris rap atte &vdov tpupis onpctov mpdxetar Tov Oupav 
avtod Ta Tov épvibwv mrepa E. 

That brevity was not the sole aim of this redaction will have been seen 
from some of the notes just cited; it will be still more evident when 
we consider the following instances of the expansion of old notes and 
the addition of new glosses!: (1) Old scholia expanded. — 66, 17 pada- 
kiav E] xaxtay cat podaxiayv Mg 150, 41 ws woAAGy dvTwr] ext Oadpatos 
as ToAAGY 6vTwy —-.220, 42 Tpoievar] mporevat TOV olkwy =—-2.43, 5s FOALS 
eiot THs Bowrtias]| Toros Kata THy dtrucny Kal ToALs BowTias 245, 26 Tov 
Copapvotpov] tHv Kowds Neyowévyy KouTdAnv yyouv Tov Cwudpvotpov 
265, 36 Bporodoryé] BpotoAoryé paupdve TeXeouTAHTA* 339, 31 iAAv- 
pidv] iAdupidv Fyouv tobs Taiovas Kat iAAvpio’s 394, 5 aOnvaias civar] 
dOnvaiots avTi Tod moAeutoTéov 499, 46 AauBdvew] AapBavev rods 
Tpaywoous 551, 23. tav TUAwy Tov ywoudvur | Ta viv Kérha+ tH (or 
Ta?) dro TUAWY ywomévwy (szc) 686, 41 ypdper] ypader- és Tayos dva- 
ywaoke. 701, 25 Cywrotucba] bBpilsucda kal CywrovucOa =. 72.4. 35. ok 
Meyapels Aempoi] weyapets ot wAclous Nerpol 772, 6 rerpyspévwy | TeTpiy- 
pévot dpvvov dé abrods 864, 5. OnBaiov] OnBaiov aidAnrod 1021, 47- 
48 Kxarjducov  perddos 7 métpncov] Karnicov 7 werddos* you ) wwAn- 


mpos thy Oérw Twevrhxovra vnpnidwr xopdv 963 Siacdpe: roy Konuov ds doaved 
&onuov bvra. Neither E nor the other mss. afford the slightest excuse for these 
errors. 

1 For the purpose of defining the place of the various additions to the scholia 
I give as lemma in each case one or more words of E (usually the same as in 
Diibner). It is scarcely necessary to state that nothing is implied here as to agree- 
ment between E and Mg beyond what is seen in the words actually quoted. 

2 The only instance of addition to a citation. 
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cov 7} perddos’ 7) wétpnoov Ayouv Sdvecov. This list might be increased 
by the addition of a few instances in which one or more words from the 
text have been inserted in the note ; but I have included here everything 
that might be thought to represent a new tradition. (2) Mew glosses. — 
25 «ard (aAARA)wy 31 dva(Aoyifouar) 87 ged g2 exBddrdx (but 
éxkowere in text) 235° Tovro yap 76 wadAyjvade (based on final words 
of scholium on 234?) 276 totro Td povdperpov (ch. 274) 528 ard 
THs GpTayys THis aoTacias THs 61a TOD TepiKAEous 529 mopvar (cf. 537 
tas mépvas TEMg) 530 6 peyas 532 Byovwv oKoAL@s 550 Kpop= 
ptwv (hardly a variant) 744 ptyxos Kal Ta TOV xolpwy povrlovva 
949 KxataBadre (cf. 947 xaraBddAev) and tov cvkopavrnv 950 OéAets. 

Thus far E has been used as our standard of comparison in describing 
the peculiar features of Mg. A collation of the readings of R and IL for 
these same scholia would show that the readings of Mg are never nearer 
to either of those mss. than to E, and sometimes not so close. I now 
give some of the positive evidence of intimate relationship between E 
and Mg. First of all there are a few notes preserved only in these two 
MSS.: ON VS. 33) 73) 120, 204 (second, lines 30-31), 206, 228, 553 (rav 
£vAivv Aur), 555, 889, — these nine essentially as in Aldus and Diib- 
ner, — together with metrical notes on 124 and 1151 not given in the 
editions. Fully as many more notes of EMg fail in IT, while those 
wanting in R are numbered by the score. On the other hand, of 
the several scholia found in either R or TI, occasionally in both,? but 
lacking in E, not one appears in Mg. The same displacement of 
scholia is to be seen in Mg as in E in two instances: the note on 187 
stands over 191 in these two mss., that on 690 occurs after 674 ; yet the 
correct position was indicated in E each time by means of a signum. 
If this evidence should be regarded as insufficient to prove the close 
dependence of Mg upon E, a considerable list of readings peculiar to 
these two might be given, did space permit. I give half a dozen chosen 
at random from the scholia appearing in both R and T: 44, 51 oddlew 
EMg] @ev RE 82, 17. él xpuoqv wAdravov KabeCopevos E, 7 aAdravos 


1 One might think of assigning here the note at the top of fol. 282’ (vs. 1086- 
1102), xa) klorn Kal kloris yp ofrw Kal dugorep ... But this is evidently nothing 
else than a free rendering of the note found in E on 1138 (= Diib.); vs. 1138 is 
omitted in EMg, and the scribe of the latter has applied the note to 1086. 

2 Such as 112, 309, 1022, 1099, I105 (not in Ald.), 1111, 1131, 1190, 199, 1206. 
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Xpvo} Hv év H'exdBero Mg] iwd xpvojqv wrdravov cabeLiuevos 165, 21 ép- 
wdlovor] éprdcact 755 ot orparnAdra] of otparnyo! 885, 5 Spar] 
épav R, 6p T 1081, 25 oAeuoAaxaixdy] roAcuodapayaixdy R, rode 
poxaixev T. 

II. Aves. — That the scholia of Mg on the Aves are of the same 
sort as those on the Acharnenses will be seen from the following typical 
readings : 

(1) Old scholia reduced to glosses*1—755 te Me 832 rev abyvav 
943 ov Siauaéns péperae (cf. schol. 942) 1077 (@) rav épvéwy (over 
bpadv!), (6) tov pydvov (over tov orpovdov) IIIT puxpav dpyyv 
III4 Has viKav (over Kpivyre) 1181 (@) eldos idpuxos, (6) 6 88 KaAAI- 
paxos kiowdw. 

(2) Notable instances of recasting. —179 dvti rod eimeiv rémos bv & 
StarpiBovow 683 (second half) # év gap reAotar THY podeay ra. Siovv- 
ou. 765, 15-20 mémros Gpveov: ei ote Kap(?) por ds éEnxeoridys dva- 
Bijrw mpos jpas Kal yevérOw rérros Kal Kavydobw exwv cvyyevov(?)+ obdé 


ap pédAdAa épevvacba tives ciciv of abrod cvyyeveis 832 (= EDiib. 
yep p p vyy 
836) relxos tpaxvrarov dua TO eri merpav oikeiy 841 oa TO va py 


CA te n 3 “4 > 7 ” e , - 
yérntal tt trav dSoxjrwy 1169 evdpxeos Spynots y tuppixn 1214 Soxeis 
kal ov paiver ra ToLadTa épwrov 1293 immdtpodpos obtos Kai KavTypias 
1378 Bovrerat eimety 5 xopds Heddvpwvov woditeiav (peAdAVpwWov ToALTELav 
is E’s lemma) jyouy yAwpdv: xAwpov dé 6 Kwyolas Kai eddpovios éXadpdv 
kal xAwpov Tolodrov yap TO EVAov TOD PeAAod 1570 euéev ws emi dyuo- 
kparia TH ivoryiay otour. éredy ev éxeivy pera TY ebyevav Sod drocTéA- 
Aovrat Kal of xwpirar Podvysot dvres Kal mpaxrixot. Cf. 1553 tTovrovs dé 
*. , a ‘ 4 ‘ XN 4 *. W 2 X € Ca 
Zxew Bypara rod ravros peiLova dua. TO peydras oxias eyew ered & Frros 
ob dver wore GAN dei éoriv, as against the note in E, rovrovs 8& exe 

, \ a SN ‘4 XQ A x ae > 2 a, ee, a 
Bypara gpaci rod ravrds peiLova: did St TO py exew olpar GAN drd rod 
kavparos évadioxerOa1, oboys THs ys airav(?) Kal Tpaxeiay Kai Karddvow 
ovdk éxovoyns eis dropuyiv Tot Kavparos; also 35, 20 at Kai werd Kwrov 
kal peta. ioriwy odprodpapotca: Ogovoww as against ai otpoSpapodcar dudoiy 
Tow modotv wAé€ovow of E. 

(3) Additions to the scholia.—These are few for the Aves, whether 
in the shape of enlargements upon old scholia or of entirely new glosses. 


1 T ignore the scholia on vs. 222-601, inasmuch as this portion of E has been 
lost. Where not given, the reading of E is understood to be substantially the same 
as that in Diibner. 
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The only significant examples of the first class are these: 87 itv E] 
cararecov Sav Mg 108 emi] él 73 roveiv rpnpets kal ert = 165 éxere] 
éxere Todro yap Séov 721, 24 érolow] érowivro Kadod 7 KaKkod 
876 (Ditb. 877), at end, yp xai orpotfos 910 (Diib. 913), 30 Adyerax] 
héyerau Set yap elvar rowodroe ~ «28. (Dib. 930), 19 76 euiv] TO piv(?) Kat 
7H rely = 1069, 5 Sdxera] Suxera jyouy Oypiat 1088, 11 Tod pidov] 
Tod AOyou Hyow Tov PiAov 1295, 27 Tavoipyos HY] wovnpds Hv Kal Addos 
1475, 24 Kapdiavoi ] xapdtavol: 4 viv xapéa(?) 1569, 27 orparnyioat] 
éstparnynoe wore kal GOnvaiots. There are but four or five new glosses 
in Mg: 207 & ovvopé por 1149 TO Kowvas piotpiov (no other comment 
on iraywyéa) 1462 ayovy orpovpmray 1605 Sia THy KotAlav cov.” 

I now add some of the evidence of the direct dependence of Mg 
upon E: 

(1) Glosses occurring only in EM9.— 768 dvadvycv 1008 Tod 
KUKAov 1033 76 dAov 75n 1131 o/ Gre Td papos Ayer E, of/ dre 
yp kat 75 pdxpos Mg 1212 yp! cai (om. Mg) zpos rods KoAowdpxous 
mwas clones prefixed to gloss given in Diibner 1589 dvti Tov ovK 
€Acodpev ob Trebdpueba® 

(2) Readings peculiar to EMo.4 — (a) Errors: 13, 49 xaAAlorparov | 
viukootparov VGEM8> 31, 8 tpayixdv| Opaxixoy 43, 44 doeBeir] 
drocoBev 63, 25 ottw'ore] obrwoi ti RVG 69, 50. tepatixdy] Tepa- 
arkdv RVGT, repdoriov U, reparades M8 = 8.2, 19. kal dxpidas] dxpidas 


1 @npta toBdAa occurs in none of our MSs.; U, however, has @nptla. 

2 wdvra olwvdv as gloss to mrapudy (720) is apparently due to the scholium on 
719, which in E stands immediately under 720; yet this note had already been 
reported in full by Mg over 719. Similarly #-youv ofos 6 marhp (767) is derived from 
a scholium appearing also in fuller form; and the same is true of the note on 914, 
51a 7d Terpumnuéva iudria popeiv abrods &s wraxovs, which appears on gI0 as mal(e 
mapa Td drpypol éresd) Tetpnuivov Hv avrod Td iudriov and on gts as wales mapa 7d 
Srpnpds bre nad Td Anddprov Exes. 

8 There is a single instance in which Mg has a gloss in common with another Ms. 
than E, viz.: 754 eis rd éfjs [Mg; but this seems to have been the stock gloss of 
the period (so Rmi on Ach. 717). 

£ I give only the more important. 

5 In this and the following list the omission of the symbol of one of the five MSs., 
R, V, G, I, M8, means that the scholium or particular part of the scholium in ques- 
tion is omitted in that Ms.; except that the omission of «// the symbols implies the 
presence of the word in all five mss. Inasmuch as U seldom has the whole scholium 
nothing is implied as to its reading, except where the symbol is added. 
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VG 670, 36 rouxAwdéorepov E, rotxrAAwdérrepov Mg] zroextAdSetpov 
721, 32 dy dvos] dvos ay 763, 11 yéos dpvyidos E, véos Mg] dvopxa 
épvéou R(V?P)GT, svoza spvios M8 790, 36 mpoeipyrat epi TovTov 
Ort xeoaGs éxaActro (interlin, E)] 8:6 wat yeoas (ovéoas VG) édéyero 
TVGM8E(schol.), xeoads yap éAeyero U 800, 9 TYmumrepos] evTipe- 
tepos R, évriudraros VG, perpiwrepos T 1000 oKwrrwv adrovs | 
oxdrre. airovs M8 (on 999) 1013, 10 ék Aaxedaiuovos| év Aaxedaipove 
1258, 26 cuppryyoopat] cor prynoopar RVGIU, puyjoopal cor M8 
1273, 5 xatayyéAAew] wapayyéAkew RVGT 1289, 46 dzrevéyovro] 
aveveuovro RVGT 1417, 26 7d pia] pia 1463, 44 peyddrus] 
xareras R 1473, 17 Opv] dévdpov 1478, 29 Sixdovtar] yupyd- 
Lovrat 1490, 45 auvepiOos] cepibos R, cwepipors VG ~—s 1498, 11 t= 
kaipws] ov xaipods RVGT, odxaipws T2, odx él xaipod M8 1503, 
23 mov] dexvis RVGM8, drodexvis T. (4) Good readings: 82, 
18 écGia] éor. VG 669, 35 cvvovordfot] cvvovordcoe VGT 
744, 32 dpviOwy] avOpurwv RVG, dpvéeoyv TY 765, 22 tperiv] tpirovs VG 
915,35 Tetpywevoy | rerpiyrpévov, terpyTypévov U 1063, 2. Aaywois] Aa- 
yots R, Aadéyois V, Aaya G, Aaywo M8 I100, 29 Kexapiopeva] Kexu- 
pirougva RVGLU 1299, 7 dprvé E, dprvyos Mg] dps R, éprvyé T 
1354, 52 KipBeas] xipBies RVGUM8 1422, 38 rods Tas vicoUs oiKody- 
tas] tas vycous VG, robs oixotvras tas vicous M8 1425, 43 kaAciv] 
kadovpevos RVGMB, xadtav U 1429, 1 Exovow év 7G réerecOar] Exovow 
1485, 35 ovvdudyew] Sutyer R 1489 Evyrvyxdvew Kai évrvyxdvew Tav- 
tov | Kau évrvyxdvew atrév R 1494, 8 aire] aitors RGI'M8, adrots V 
1578 dwadArAayav] SiaddrAaynv I. Here may be added the note r@ evéd- 
md Aéyet, attached by EMg to 934 instead of to 947 as in R and V. 

(3) Scholium out of position in E and Mg.—The note on 1678 
appears in E after that on 1681, and without a lemma. Mg has very 
naturally placed it over 1687. 

Lest Zuretti’s partial collations * of the hypotheses to the Ackarnenses 
and Aves in E and Mg should cause a suspicion that in this particular at 
least Mg is not true to the tradition of E, I will state, without adducing 
the evidence, that in the hypotheses to both plays the errors of E all 
reappear in Mg. 


1 The folio containing vs. 1420-1491 has been lost in IP. 
2 Of. ctt., PP. 43) 44) 75- 
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For the determination of the exact relationship between Mg and E 
the evidence offered by the scholia points in the same direction as 
that of the text (cf. p. 166). Scarcely a half-dozen of the class of 
errors in Mg which would be explained most naturally on the theory of 
a carelessly-written archetype, are accounted for by the appearance of 
the words in E. The errors for which E does offer some excuse are: 
Av. 63, 28 Kai dedi érelt rodvopuis 77 ABin added to dpviHoFjpar —-709, 
4 dpa. yepdvov Mg] dpa crossed before yepdvov E1638 do Tav Ociv] 
dyti Tod Gewy 1693, Ta e& ov] ra éfjs. A few of those unexplained 
by the appearance of the words in E are: Ach. 7,6 xpyudrwy Mg] xaa- 
koudtov E104, 52-53 éxAvre dOnvaie] éxduror... dOnvator 243, 23- 
24 gore d TovTo doreiov Kui Teadevpevov (repeated from schol. to 245)] 
Kéxpytar... avOias 243, 25 TUBtos Sdys] TiBios 840s 3333. Tpayya] 
wreyua 416 xopods] mpoddyous Av. 92, 32 Ofjpes] dps 827, 
27 tev Oedv | tev abnvatov 1073, 13 weAdvOirmos | weAdvOns. Some 
of these may possibly be due to deliberate emendation; but nothing 
would better explain them than a carelessly-written archetype copied 
from E. 


ScHOLIA OF E2 


The notes of Ez on our two plays are extremely rare, amounting only 
to some 110 on the Acharnenses and 60 on the Aves. Throughout they 
show the closest dependence upon the notes of Mg, and it will accord- 
ingly be simpler to treat both plays together. 

First of all, I observe that in one third of the notes on either play we 
have the words of Mg exactly reproduced. Twice the note occurs only 
in these two Mss.: Ach. 31 dva(Aoyifouar) 87 ged. Cf. Ach. 150 eri 
Goxparos roAdav (as 3. Mg) dvrwv, of which éxi Oavparos is found here 
only. In nine instances the note has nowhere else the same form: 


Ach. 134 fv 8 6 Oéwpos trav dyav émidpKuv ? 144 id.ov Ay ev rots Tol 
Xols Tovs épagras Ta THY épwpevwy dvdpata ypdew 335 Spotov rapa 
Snpocbéva’ GAN O, Kré. 554, 34 mapaxeAevopariKkov 574 ws Tov 


Aapdxov exovros emi rijs domidos yopydva évreruTomevyy (évreruTupévyny 


1 In this and the following lists I do not add the readings of R, I, and E, as the 
latter two are regularly in substantial agreement with Diibner’s text, while R’s 
variations are there indicated; for the few scholia on the Aves here cited, V, G, I, 
and M8 differ but slightly from Diibner. 
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Mg): jyou ék rijs OjKns Tod drAov’ odyy yap... wavoTAla 743 (Dtib. 
742) Supreis OAV €yovor TOV AyLov 787 (Dib. 786), 38-39 ri rod 
dvépos Téotyy wail. AV. 132 odrws artixol d€ivover Kai 70 7 tpooypd- 
govow’ dard Tod mpwt yevouevon (stc) 575 weiderar railuv* od yap THVv 
Tp dpynpos GAN’ GOnvav kai ypay yo. 

Frequently the note in Ez is identical with a part of that in Mg. 
I give three examples, which will furnish at the same time additional 
readings peculiar to these two Mss. ; the words enclosed in brackets are 
not in Ez: Ach. 160 [xaraxovticover Katarodepjoovow 4 xatadpapodv- 
Tau’ jv yap xatalréArn opyavov ti 81° ob ddievto Bédy Kai elSos domidos! 
649 [Hpwta yap 6 Bacideds rept rod rowytod tivas] iBpile. (SBpitn Ez) 
Av. 1270 [retro] drrixdy 76 oxjpa’ [ore yap airiariucy dvti eiOeias’] 
eu ovv eive'y 6 Kypvs ei py vVooTHOEL. 

In the following instances the peculiar readings offered by Ez are 
directly traceable to the careless writing of Mg: Ach. 242 dizAj pera- 
Kopwvida’ ore ciceuBaiv(ovew) ot troxpit(ai) 8 rerpdépetrpa E2] 8. pera 
kopwvida dt. ciciacw of $. Kal Ta iopuBeta Mg 500 dia rHv Tpvya 
&rabdov hauBdvew THY Tpaywdiar] 8. 7d 7. é A. rods Tpaywdo’s 582 Ta 
poyepa] ra Pofepa 788 «i tpeis dyot ere xotpous] «i tpépew O. x. 


Av. 242 éxdotou dpvéou miwarar pwrvijv] é. 6. wmetrat od. 399, 43 éde- 
porto] évepovto g22 eri vertu] emi evertaros 934 To edpuridy 


Déyer] 7H edeAmib. d. 

Occasionally the scribe of E2 has dealt as freely with the scholia found 
in his copy as the writer of Mg had done before him. Some of the 
more striking instances of rewriting follow: Ach. 10 owvuipesis rod 


as Nea , E e , . A , > a N N ! \ ! 
€ kal a, Kexyvy E2] 4 ovvaipects tod Keyyvy artixy’ 7d yap < Kal a 
eis 7! ovvaipetra: Mg Ir aicyvaos] wyow ras aicyvAov tpaywdias 


Il qowntys otros] 6 Oéoyus tpaywdias roinTis, KTé 648 os Fv Tots 
Baorcdor épwrdv 7a rovadra] eos rots Bacircior ra Towira eferdlew 
Av. 14 jyow 6 TwAGy Ta Spvea eri Twdkwv] 6 dpveoToAys 6 Ta Atrapa 


X id ” an 
Spvea eri Tivdkwy Tels: ) wivag Opveov 492 Ta Tepi TOY ddeKTpYdveN 


1 The first part of this note appears in Mg over vs. 160; the remainder, réarn 
. . . domldos, is carried over, as often, to the front margin and has the appearance 
of a separate note. Similarly Zvec@a, the final word of the scholium of Mg on 195, 
but standing over the first word of 196,has been entered by Ez asa gloss on aéraz(!), 
and nadéCecOau, the end of the note on 638 in Mg, has given éxadé{ecde as gloss on 
éxdOnode. 
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8] 7a epi Tod dAextpvdvos(?) 645 yp! Opinber: xai ore Shpos THs 
oivytdos ore xpos, Sypos dvtioxidos | as Diibner, exc. xpiddev 1342 ézt 
xapas viv AapBaverar| od povov emi oxerduacpod oti 7d aiBot GAAa Kal 
ért xapas ws Kal viv 1514 dvri rov wére Spra Kal odk éorw arrixdy] 
ovk drrixov TO wyvik drt’ drwAeTo* od8€ dpxaixdv’ obde axptBav* err Se 
dvti tov more Birra, KTé 

The originality of our scribe is further manifest in a few absolutely new 
glosses, as follows: Ach.6 6 64 ped 65 eis 174 (a) ded, (A) 6 
238 & 395 (2) 4,(6)5 404 Stwice 594 val 749 dpa (cf. 
776, where dpa begins scholium in Mg) 766 dy Oédys (cf. 772, where 
dv Oé\ns begins scholium) 959 & 1010 & v.49 & 50 xaléd 
61 & 120 yes 143 Evexa 500 vai 737 &. To this list should 
probably be added a few instances in which one or two letters only 
appear over a word of the text in the same manner that corrections are 
indicated ; ¢.g.: Ach. 766 % over kala 769 7 over dde 173 ww 
over at Av. 448 of over dew. 

Of glosses lacking in Mg but appearing in other ss. only one is 
found in E2: Ach. 405 taryjxovoas E2, iryxovoeas dyAovér. R; but the 
ellipsis here was perfectly obvious. It is evident, therefore, that Mg was 
the sole source of Ez for the scholia, as well as for the text of the two 
plays considered. 

The arguments to the two plays in Ez are clearly copied from Mg: 
the divergences between the two are few and trivial. To be sure, 
Ez prefixes to the Acharnenses a list of dramatis personae, wanting 
in Mg as well as in E. But it is evident at once that this list was 
made up afterwards from the entries in E2 itself. The first name is 
AM®., supplied in Ez2 after vs. 1, which in EMg was not assigned ; 
moreover the Persian ambassador appears as VEYAATAPBAS, a form 
seen elsewhere only in Ez, before vs. 100. 


ScHOLIA OF Rmr 


The redaction of the scholia seen in Rmz savors strongly of an edition 
for schoolboys. The nucleus is formed by extracts from the Aldine 
scholia, commonly in the form of glosses ; and these have been supple- 
mented by a large number of original glosses and an occasional note of 
greater length. 

The Aldine basis of these notes is manifest in the following additions 
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to the scholia as they appear in R, T, and E: 710, 8 SueBddAero St (yap 
Ald.) 4 rogia (rofeta Ald.) as edreAjs Rm Ald.. 746, 40 jyovy (om. 
Ald.) dékyv xotpwv Boyoere’ Kot 88, Tou tev xoipwy (SeApaxiwy Ald.) pov} 
766, 41-45 <idacw ottw Toeiv of Tas dpvis dvovpevot, tva iSwow, ef 
maxetat eiciy (Aldus as Diibner) 781, 28 ér S¢ cal kioOos. In other 
scholia Rm1 agrees in single readings with Aldus against R, T, and E: 
772, 3 Oyuridav Rm1Ald.] Ovparidév T, Ouuyridéy E, wanting in R 
772, 4 Ovpirdiv] Gvuyridav RIZE, Ovpariswy T 883, 49-50 vypeidas 
tis . . . Oerny (rw Ald.)] vypeias . . . Oérw R, vypeiias . . . Oérw* 
cis TE. Cf. 751, 51-4 RmrAld. as Dibner] zapa zpocdoxiav: doe 
épy Svamivopey det mpos TO wip’ 6 Se ele SiarevGes* of yap TdTOL xEUULO- 
vos pos TO Tip yivovrat’ 6 Sé Stawewapes ele Sia Tov Adv’ Stamrewapes 
8& dyti rod Siarewdpev*  ovrws éoxdtws ... mpds TH mupi Sia 7d 
ptyos T2E, om. RI. 

As typical of the manner in which the Aldine notes are often recast, 
I cite: 698 & TH vavpaxia 7H zpds BapBdapovs 759 you % Tyy Tod 
aitov kai Tod Geod dota 802 rémos éotiv artis’ Hyou Tas loxyddas 
Tas ex PiBdrews 867, 1-2 Hpws Fv eri OnBars Tysdpevos 732 (a) avd- 
Bure, (6) pos tiv, (6) Cav (over pdddav) 750 (a) dvyodpevor Ti, 
(4) mrABopev = 810 (a) Fav ioxddwv, (0) AaBov. 

The originality of the writer of this manuscript is well illustrated by the 
following notes on vs. 800-825, to be found nowhere else: 800 (a) ov, 
(4) (épur)a airad 804 (a) Nav, (6) tpoPvpus, (¢) Boate 805 (a) Todro 
mpds twa SotAov airod yo, (6) ex Tov, (¢) Wa wpe ei tpdywouw 
806 (a) rodTo dpdiBddAov gPyoi, (6) eel tpobipus ide Tpdyew aird, 
todto dyot = 809 ei CduwKapey adTois Tots xoipidiors ~=—9« B11 TaY SU Oy* 
812 Hyouv wécov cot Sdcw eis dyopdv 814 (a) dos pérpov, (6) (udv)ys, 
pias 815 dvdpewov 816 & épyy 817 (a) Hyow Twrjou, (d) Kat 
tiv euavrod, (¢) gouxey dru Kal  pyrnp adrod xotpos qv 818 ek motas 
matpisos imdp* 820 FAGe 821 yéyoveyr 822 (a) kAaiwy, (6) dae 
de Tov odkkov Tod peyapéws 823 & 824 (a) Tivos, (6) 6 ovKopavriv, 
(¢) otros (over 078) 825 éxBadAere. The Attic equivalents have gen- 
erally been written over dialectic forms. Longer notes are occasion- 
ally found, ¢g.: 730 ioréov dru pipetrar tiv Tov peyapéwy dSpidiay 
738 (? but opposite 737) doiey payixd Te xpirat 6 peyapeds 778 eor- 
kev trepBodixds epovycar, dua TodTo TatTa pyot 779 okey Ott trep- 
Bodtxds wadw éoudrycav’ 816 emripépe Kot” Kot 836 Tatra yap mavra 
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gyoiv, va SuaBdddrAc twas odk ayabots, ods Hedoy 917 (assigned to 
AL.) ofa ratra 7a tpdcwra ovyKexuneva ciciv: yp mpécxes. Compare 
also the following, attached to other comments: 702 dpa més abrov ért- 
tTndeias Kwpwo(el) 492 dpa 7d Nerrdv Tis TOD mounTOU evvotos. The 
reader will readily agree with me, I think, that these unique comments 
can have no claim upon our attention, except as mere curiosities. 


